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; VERSIONARY INTEREST 
ania RE OCIETY. LIMITED 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 
EsTaBLisHeD 1858. 
Debentures so aes oes ois «-- £180,000 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS Mave Lj aaa 
Proposal Forms and full information omy! AK ‘he detwary. 





~ PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY 
PRINTERS and STATIONERS. 


LAW WRITING ON THE PREMISES BY PERMANENT STAFF. 














191 & 192, FLEET-STREET, and 1 & 2, CHANCERY-LANE, E.C. 


MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 
LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND .- St. Pancras Station, N.W. 
( Within Shilling cab fare of Gragfo-tn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, and 
Law Courts, dc. * Buses to parts every minute. Close to s 
Cross Metropolitan Railway Station, The Venetian Rooms are 





able for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration Meetings, dc. New | “ 


Parisian Restaurant for French Cooking and fine Wines. 
Close to Central (Mi ) Station. 
t Restaurant. 


* | Faller, Horsey, Sons, & Cassel and 











Tariffs on separ 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of X 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 

LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 








ESTABLISHED 1836, 





FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME - - - - += £373,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - - £11,000,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 
The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





Premium 
£1 16 °/, 


Age | Premium 


Age | Premium 
40 | £2 10 °%, 


20 | £17 8°, 


Age 
30 

















£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortalicy. 





40 yrs. 
£1,199 | £1,438 | £1,724 | $2,067 


Duration 
Amount of Policy 
Next Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 


| 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. 30 yrs. 
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Cases Reported this Week. 


In the sagged haesisng Plears v. Lovatt = 
ttorney-General and the Newcastle Wi 
7 i m x In the . 
Breweries (Lim.) v ae anger, ah eekly Repor ter 
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Leathley’s Contract, Re 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
WE print elsewhere the Whitsun Vacation Notice. Mr. 
Justice Cave is to act as Vacation Judge from the 5th to the 
14th of June, both days inclusive. 





WE artve elsewhere an order for transfer of 118 actions for 
from the lists of Mr. Justice Norru, Mr. Justice Srmeiiva, and 
Mr, Justice Kexewicon to Mr. Justice Braye for the purpose 
only of hearing or trial. 





An apprTion has been made to the list of new Queen’s 
Counsel in the person of Mr. Aurrep Tristram La 
1869, Oxford Circuit, Junior Counsel to the Admiralty 
Recorder of Windsor. , 





Tux arproacn of the Jubilee a: to stimulate generosity. 
An anonymous donor has a cheque for £5,000 to 
the Solicitors’ Benevolent ere cy Prez my ue for 
£5,000 to the Barristers’ Benevolent i . And in this 
—s we Srna been as abt oe ee not be 

own. as we can learn, persons in possession 
of the information are his solicitors, Messrs. Dowson, Auvstim, 
& Marrnvzav, of 19, Surrey-street. 








nel 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


May 29, 1897. 














§20 Sri 
possible that they would endeavour to secure an amendment in 
the i of the Bill. Now we learn from the Zimes that a 


meeting of members of Parliament and others representing the 
banking community was held on the 20th inst. to consider the 
Bill ; and that the prevailing opinion ap to be that the 
i tem caller which bankers advance money upon the 
deposit of deeds is cheap and convenient, and that the changes 
posed would be more costly and complicated. It was agreed, 
oe that the measure ought not to be opposed on the 
motion for second reading, but that, if the Government are 
unable to suggest a compromise, amendments should be moved 
in Committee. It is possibly owing to these manifestations of 
distrust of the Bill that its second reading in the House of 


Commons has been delayed. 





Wuenrz an order for costs is made in favour of a successful 
party, the payment of the costs to the solicitor operates in law 
as a payment to the client. The solicitor receives the money b 
athority of, and as the agent for, his client aroine 

irect relation in the matter with the otha 
ollows that ii the event of an appeal in w 
order for payment of costs is reversed, it is the client and not 
the solicitor who is liable to refund what has been paid. This 
was laid down and explained in Lydney and Wigpool Iron Ore Co. 
v. Bird (34 W. R. 749, 33 Oh. D, p. 96), Luvorzy, L.J., saying : 
“ Tf an order is made to pay money to a person, and it is in fact 
paid to his agent, the person to whom it is ordered to be paid is 
sponsible for thé money, just as if he had executed a power of 
Seal Scooby to receive it.” —— case the — of 
the registrars as to the practice, and it was 

stated that there was no ent for an order for personal 
against the solicitor. It is different, of course, 

where the inferior court, upon ordering payment of costs, and 
refusing to stay execution pending an appeal, has required from 
the solicitor an undertaking to repay the costs if the appeal is 
successful. Such an undertaking makes the solicitor personally 
liable, and it is summarily enforceable against him as an officer 
of the court: Swyny ¥. Tarland (42 W. R. 297; 1894, 1 Q. B. 
fe tis) tho a the Irish are of te: pa tor v. Jordan (82 L. R. 

1 e analogy of this personal undertaking seems to have 
been referred to to shew that, the personal pvc By the 
solicitor should exist in all cases, and, although there been 
no undertaking, it was held that, in default of the client refund- 
ing the costs to the opposing party, the solicitor was bound to 
do so. The question has arisen in the House of Lords in Hood 
Barre v. Crossman & Prichard (45 W. R. 465), and, as might 
none Peat maaan ‘ = oe _ been overruled. The 
very of the nal un ing being sometimes required 

Lord Hr se 










is really, as RSCHELL pointed out, strong evidence that 
‘tm its absence the solicitor is under no personal liability. It 


‘would be useless to require the solicitor to give his und 
to do what the court could enforce against him in any event. It 
us settled that the rule laid down by Lydney, §c., Co. v. Bird 


& 
ma 


(supra) is correct, and if it is desired to obtain the nal 
security of the solicitor for repayment of costs, a spat caull- 
éation must be made for that purpose. 





> 


NOVEL point was raised in Re Fuller and Leathley’s Contract 
fore Nort, J., as to the effect of the fifth rule in section 2 of 
Vendor Purchaser Act, 1874. By that rule it is pro- 
that where a vendor “retains any of an estate to 
documents of title relate,” and no stipulation has 
© to the contrary, ‘‘ he shall be entitled to retain such 
” Ordinarily, of course, the title deeds refer only to 
Mand, and the meaning of the word “estate” is obvious. If 
ef otha the land is retained, the vendor is entitled to kee 
Mop ognol de Da ote peck range Soapds + was associa’ 
wi apm mers © vendor was a mort- 
selling under the power of sale contained in the mortgage 
Tr remade rised policies of insurance on the life 


which not become payable. Upon a wide 
it included all the , both real and personal, which 
With ‘ggrigated for the purpose of the mortgage, and 


A 


E 


le 


the word “‘ estate ” it would be possible to hold 





| 


then the vendor, retainin 


licies of insurance, would 
retain also the mortgage 


the 
eed. It is to be observed, however, 


that the Vendor and Parchaser Act only professes to deal with 
ulates the length of title to be deduced in | 
“‘any contract for the sale of land,” and section 2 makes the © 


land. Section 1 reg 


rules, one of which is now in question, applicable “‘in the 
completion of any such contract as aforesaid.” Altho 
fore, the word “estate” might primd facie be assumed to have 
the wider macenon, ode seems clear that the rule was only framed 
sii cients ma 
orTH, J., held, and, since the mortgagee was not retaini 
any land, it was decided that he must hand the mo e deed 
to the purchaser. On principle, too, this is right, for the pos- 
session of the deed would be of more importance to the owner 
of the land than to the owner of the policies. 





An EXTRAORDINARY series of frauds was brought to light at 
the Liverpool Assizes last week on the trial of J. H. Yarzs, a 
solicitor, and a number of persons whom he had associated with 
himself in his plans. The general idea of the frauds was 
simple. It was to get hold of the property of deceased ns 
who had been in a humble position in life, and then by forging 
wills oy by improperly obtaining letters of administration, to 


evade the claims vase who were rightfully entitled. In the — 


Thorpe case the deceased, a Mrs. Txorrr, had, on the day before 
her death, handed a cheque representing the whole of her estate 
—over £1,800—to a niece, Mrs. Kine. On presentation of the 
cheque after her death, the bank refused payment, and there- 
upon Yares, failing to find the husband of the deceased, pro- 
cured letters of administration to be granted to Mrs. Kuna. The 
money was then paid to her, and Yarss induced her to sign 
blank cheques, for the | , a8 he said, of keeping the money 
out of Chancery. In fact, by suitably filling up the cheques he 
put the money into his own pocket. Then the husband turned 
up, and elaborate precautions had to be taken to ward off 
his claims. A new grant of administration was obtained in 
his favour, and he was induced to sign blank receipts 
which were afterwards completed so as to furnish evidence 
that he had received the whole of his wife’s estate. Shortly 
afterwards he died. All this happened during 1893. In 
another case—the Redwood case—a Mrs. Repwoop died in 
1895 intestate, leaving two Mersey Dock bonds of £100 each, 
some shares in building societies, and about £160 in the savings 
bank. Her two sons arranged that administration should be 
taken out in the name of one of them, and that they should 
share the estate. Yarzs acted for the sons, but the letters of 
administration were never obtained, and, instead, probate was 
obtained of a forged will, and the money was drawn out of the 
savings bank. Yarzs was found guilty of forging the will in 
this cage, as well as another will and various other documents. 
He was sentenced by W113, J., to penal servitude for life. In 
inflicting so severe a penalty the judge was probably infiu- 
enced by the fact that he had involved other persons in his 
frauds, who received sentences varying from ten years to two 
years’ imprisonment. But even so, it is questionable whether 
the case called for a punishment which forbids all chance of 
reformation. 





THERE skEMS at first sight to be an inconsistency between 
section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and section 4 of the 
Act of 1892, both relating to relief inst forfeiture, which 
might make it reasonable to give to the latter section a meaning 
more restricted than its language implies. Under section 14 a 
lessee has in certain cases the right to apply to the court for 
relief; but sub-section (6) provides that the right shall not 
exist in the case of a covenant inst assigning or under- 
letting, nor to a condition for forfeiture on the bankruptcy of 
the lessee. In Burt v. Gray (39 W. R. 429; 1891, 2 Q. B. 98) 
it was held that the section did not enable relief to be given at 
the instance of a sub-lessee (see Wind v. Nineteenth Century 
Building Society, 42 W. R. 481; 1894, 2 Q. B. 226), and, to 
remove the hardship thus created, section 4 of the Act of 1892 
enabled the court, in cases where the head lessor was enforcing 
a right of re-entry or forfeiture, to make an order vesting the 


I 


h, there- © 


d, and it ought to be construed accordingly. — 
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whole or part of the property in an under-lessee for the 
remainder of the term. But this latter ision was ex: 
generally, and there was no exception in cases of under-letting 
or bankruptcy corresponding to sub-section (6) of section 14 of 
the Act of 1881. In a sense, therefore, as CuaRtzs, J., 0 
in Cholmeley School, Highgate v. Seweil (1894, 2 Q. B. 906), the 
effect was to give the under-lessee a better right than the lessee 
himself. That learned judge refused, however, on this ground 
to place any restriction on the natural meaning of section 4, and 
granted the under-lessee relief against a forfeiture incurred b 
reason of the bankruptcy of the lessee. There are, indeed, 
reasons why in such a case the under-lessee should have relief, 
although the Legislature has declined to allow it to the original 
lessee. ‘‘It would not be right,” said Cuartzs, J., “to 
allow a lessee who had managed his affairs so badly as 
to become a bankrupt to apply for relief under any condi- 
tions whatever, and it seems perfectly consistent that he should 
be excluded while the Legislature allows the under-lessee to 
apply for and obtain relief if he is a fit person to have it.” The 
lessor obtains a responsible tenant, and this gets over the objec- 
tion of bankruptcy. The same view of the construction of sec- 
tion 4 has now been taken by the Court of Appeal in Jmray v. 
Oakshette, where the question arose upon a forfeiture incurred 
for breach of a covenant against sub-letting, though in the 
result the relief was not granted. Lorzs, L.J., adopted the 
reasoning of Cuartezs, J., in the judgment referred to above, 
and held that the general words in the Act of 1892 could not be 
controlled by the exception introduced in the Act of 1881. 
Since, however, the under-lessee had constructive notice of the 
covenant against sub-letting, it was held that the court ought 
not to interfere in his favour. Before asking for relief, the 





under-lessee must be in a position to prove ‘‘ that he is blame- 
Toss and has exercised’ aT those precautions which a reasonable, 
@@utious, and careful person would use.” And to this standard 
the me in the casé in question did not attain. Otherwise, 
indeed, under-lessees might neglect a covenant against under- 
letting altogether. 





Tne Decision of the House of Lords in the case of the Gas 
Float Whitton settles that the word ‘‘ship” is to be construed 
by reference to the ordinary uses to which a ship is put, and 
that the maritime doctrine of salvage is not to be extended 
beyond the subjects to which it has hitherto been applied, that is, 
aaeing generally, a ship and her cargo and freight. Upon 

é first point all the courts, with the exception of the county 
court, have agreed. The gas float in question possessed a ship's 
hull, and it floated in the water, but this was its only claim to 
be ranked asaship. Its real use was as a beacon. It con- 
tained a gas cylinder which fed a light erected some fifty feet 
above the deck, and at the time of the accident which gave rise 
to the services in respect of which salvage was claimed, it was 
moored in the river Hanbe. It was quite incapable of being 
navigated from place to place, and pene lacked the chief 
characteristic of a ship. ks a ship, therefore, it was not the 
a of salvage, and the question arose whether salvage 
could be allowed generally in respect of property used for 
the Pp of, or ia connection with, navigation. For this 
lication of the doctrine of salvage there appears to be no 
Baglish authority, and considering that the doctrine fod pp na 
to maritime law, and has, save in certain excepti cases, 
nothing corresponding to it in the ordinary law, it would 
obviously be difficult to extend it. The Admiralty Divisional 
Court, however, were willing to do so on the ground that no 
reasonable distinction existed between a | and a structure 
moored in a sea or river to direct the course of ships; that both 
were necessarily exposed to sea peril; and that it was in the 
interest of navigation and commerce that beacons should be pre- 
served from destruction. This would, no doubt, be excellent 
reasoning if it were permissible to treat the doctrine of salv 
as still open ; but, in the same way, equally good reasons might 
be alleged for applying it in other cases where ae is 
saved. ing to the j ent delivered by Esuer, 
M.R., in the Court of Appeal (44 W. R. 263; 1896, P. 42), 
no auch extension ofthe doctrine was permissible and this view 
has now been adopted by the House of Lords. The doctrine of 





salvage does not a wherever ject has been 
saved from sea 4 frye fs the property wich, by the 
settled practice of the Admiralty Courts, been ’ 

the subject of salvage, together with the statutory of 


bserved | life salvage. 





Tue asoxition by Hinde Palmer’s Act (32 & 33 Vict. c. 46) af 
the distinction between specialty and simple con 
the purpose of the administration of the estates of 
persons, at first sight seems to leave all such debts to be 
with on the same footing, but the i 
that among simple contract debts there might be 
were entitled to priority over the rest, it has not been an 
easy matter to determine since the Act how effect is to be given 


4 


to this priority. An example occurred in Re Williams’ Estate (21 
W. R. 160, L. R. 15 Eq. 270), where a simple contract creditor 


had obtained judgment against the personal representative of 
the deceased, and so, according to the previous law, had 
uired — over other debts of thesame rank. Wr 
V.0., held that such priority still existed, and since special 
and simple contract debts had been placed on a level, the 
was to place the judgment creditor in front of both classes. 
He therefore gained a considerable advantage by the passing of 
the Act. But the executor’s right of retainer also gives a 
priority—in effect, if not in theory—over other debts of equal 
rank, and in this case the distribution has been arranged 
differently. The assets have first been divided rateably between 
the specialty and the simple contract debts, and then the 
executor has been allowed to retain his debt out of the sum 
apportioned to the latter: Re Jones, Calver v. Laxton (34 W. R. 
249, 31 Ch. D. 440). It will be observed that on this plan the 
executor still has an advantage, for the fund out of which he is 
allowed to retain is larger than before, but he does not 
a priority over the specialty creditors, i 
Hinde Palmer’s Act did not purport to give him, and which it 
would be difficult to justify. In the recent case of Re Bentinck 
(45 W. R. 397) the question has arisen upon a simple contract 
Crown debt, which was in the same position as the debts in the 
two cases mentioned above. It was under the old law postponed 
to specialty debts, but had priority over other simple contract 
debts. Upon principle it would be difficult to distinguish 
between the three cases, it being necessary in each to discover 
some way of reconciling the priority of the simple contract debt 
over others of its class with the equality of distribution 
duced by Hinde Palmer’s Act; but the rule in Re Jones, 
v. Laxton seems to be the fairer, and Srreuine, J., decided to 
apply it. The assets, therefore, were firet apportioned 
the ialty and the simple contract debts, and the Orown debt 
was then allowed priority of payment out of the fund assigned 
to the simple contract debts. Re Williams was virtually dis- 
sented from, although a distinction was on the 
ground that in that case the priority was y a judgment. 


i 


it 





Tux provision of section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, 
that a bill of sale under that Act ‘“ must truly set forth the 


consideration for which it was given” is in spgeerynee simple 
eno m yen it bes base. tbe Geen a of decisions, 
py list is now by the case ’ 
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name of the trustee winege te 3 a as grantee. In Rimmer v. 
Broreton (supra) moneys been advanced by Srusss & Oo. to 
, and secured by promissory note. Upon the making 
of a further advance and the giving of a bill of sale to cover the 
entire sum, Suti1van, who was the secretary of Srusss & Oo., 
was put forward as the grantee, and the moneys advanced were 
statel to have been advanced by him. But, although the 
statutory requirement of truth may be satisfied by a statement 
which, while not strictly accurate, sufficiently sets forth the legal 
effect of the transaction, there seems to be no ground for 
Se a bill of sale which simply misstates the name of the 
4 . The Divisional Court (Hawks and Wricut, JJ.), 
accordingly, differing from the county court judge, held the 
bill of sale to be bad, though at the same time giving leave 
to appeal. 


Upon Tue second reading of the Juries Detention Bill in the 
House of Lords the Lord Chancellor intimated that the Bill 
went too far in permitting the separation of juries in cases 
where life was at stake. He feared that a prisoner possessed of 
wealth might find means of bribing the jury. This objection 
he has formulated in an amendment by which cases of murder, 
treason, and treason felony are removed from the operation of 
the Bill, so that the Bill as altered will allow of the separation 
of the jury upon the trial of any person for felony other than a 
felony falling within the categories just mentioned. The 
amendment was proposed in the Standing Committee of the 
House of Lords and carried by 16 to 11. Lord Russet or 
Kri1owen adhered to the opinion which he had previously 

, and would have left the separation of the jury to the 
discretion of the judge in all cases. This would have been the 
simplest and most satisfactory course, but the Bill, even as 
amended, will effect a useful change in the law, and the further 
step of making it applicable generally can, if necsssary, be 
taken subsequently. We shall at any rate get rid of the incon- 
venience of making the separation of the jury depend upon the 
arbitrary and meaningless distinction between a felony and a 
misdemeanour. 











PERPETUITIES AND SALES UNDER POWERS OR 
TRUSTS. 


Tux question whether a power of sale contained in a settlement 
and vested in trustees was void in its inception by reason of the 
rule against perpetuities, unless its exercise was expressly 
restricted within the period allowed by the rule, greatly exer- 
cised the minds of conveyancers after the case of Ware v. 
Polhill (11 Ves. 257). That case only decided that a power of 
sale of leaseholds, exerciseable by trustees of a strict settlement, 
became spent and incapable of being exercised, so soon as the 
leaseholds had vested absolutely in a tenant in tail, under 
the rule in Foley v. Burnell (4 Bro. P. C. Toml. 319); and that 
the mere existence of the power was not sufficient, as an indica- 
tion of intention on the part of the testator, to postpone the 
absolute vesting of the leaseholds in a tenant in tail. But Lord 
Epon, having decided the case upon these grounds, took occa- 
sion upon a subsequent day to express the opinion that the 
power of sale was void, for that “‘it may travel through 
minorities for two centuries, and, if it is bad to the extent in 
which it is given, you cannot model it to make it good”; 
evidently meaning that such a power was void in its inception, 
and that no exercise of it, though falling within the limit of 
time allowed by the rule, could be good; and he is reported to 
have said that he thought this the soundest ground for the 
decision. Notwithstanding this expression of opinion, it was 
held by Sir J. Lzacu, M.R., in Waring v. Coventry (1 My. & K. 
249), that a " - = 
was not void in its inception, upon the und, very briefly 

that such a ooaee would, within’ the period limited 
by the rule, become a power collateral to a vested estate tail 
arising under the settlement, which power might be barred by 
the tenant in tail along with the entail itself. It is evident that 
this ing does not meet Lord Expon’s objection, and over- 
looks the ible existence of a series of infant tenants in tail, 


wer of sale framed on precisely the same model | 


as settled, that executory limitations subsequent to an estate 
tail, and capable of being barred along with the entail, are 


2 Bro. C.C. 215; Heasman v. Pear. 
approved by Srreuina, J., in Goodier v. Edmunds, 1893, 3 Oh., 
at p. 462). 
his work on Powers, p. 851, that since the publication of the 


accepted without argument. 

Then the question arises, whether powers, indefinite or 
unlimited in point of time, contained in a settlement which is 
not a strict settlement and is destitute of limitations in tail— 
for example, a settlement upon A. for life, with remainder to 
B. for life, with remainder to A.’s eldest son in fee simple— 
would be void in its inception for want of express restriction in 
point of time. A strong opinion in favour of answering this 
question in the negative was expressed by Woop, V.C., in 


Boyce v. Hanning (2 Or. & J. 834). This was put upon the 
ground that the fee simple must vest in possession within the 
time allowed by the rule, and that upon such vesting the power 
is spent and becomes incapable of being exercised. 
Up to this point, therefore, the validity of indefinite collateral 
wers of sale seems, in the view of the learned judges who 
ecided the above-cited cases, to depend either (1) upon their 
being collateral to estates tail, or (2) upon the doctrine that a 
collateral power is speut upon the absolute vesting of the fee 
simple in possession. It is no doubt well settled that, in general, 
such a power is spent upon the absolute vesting of the fee, and 
this affords a distinction between a power and a trust; for upon 
the vesting of the fee among several tenants in common a 
power of sale is in general spent, whereas a trust for sale is not, 
unless it is shewn that all the tenants in common have concurred 
in determining the trust (Re Tweedie and Miles, 33 W. R. 138, 
L. R. 27 Ch. D. 315). 


Hence arises the further question, whether a trust for sale 
needs to be more carefully restricted than a power; which is 
followed by the question, whether the same rule applies to such 
powers as, by reason of the special form in which they are 
framed, are not spent upon the absolute vesting in possession of 
the fee. For it has been held that a power may continue to be 
exerciseable subsequently to the vesting of the fee, in cases 
where the testator has sufficiently indicated an intention that 
the power should continue to subsist, and a useful purpose can 
be served by its subsistence. This was laid down by Mr. 


London (30 W. R. 610, L. R. 19 Ch. D. 624; but the learned 
judge adverted to the fact that, in that case, the exercise of the 
power was expressly restricted within the time allowed by the 
rule. In the more recent case of Re Lord Sudeley and Barnes & 
Co, (42 W. R. 231; 1894, 1 Ch. 334) it was held by Mr. Justice 
Currry, that a power which was such that it might continue to 


fee was not void for remoteness, although there was no express 
restriction upon the time of its exercise. In Biggs v. Peacock 
(31 W. R. 148, 22 Ch. D. 284) and Re Tweedie and Miles (supra), 


almost assumed, the point hardly being raised. 


of powers, and without any reference to the form of the settle- 
ment in which they are contained, the mere fact that their 
exercise is unrestricted in point of time will be no objection to 
their validity ; though an express restriction of their exercise 
within the limits of time prescribed by the rule inst per- 
petuities is necessary where, as in Goodier vy. Himunds (1893, 3 
Oh, 455), the power or trust is not to arise until after the 
happening of a future event, which is such that it may by pos- 
weed _ happen until after the expiration of the time allowed 
y the rule. 








As stated elsewhere, the trustees of the Barristers’ Benevolent Associa- 
tion have received an anonymous donation of £5,000 from ‘‘ An Annual 
Subscriber”” by a cheque for that amount enclosed in a letter from 





none of might attain his majority ; but it is quite in accord- 


Messrs. Dowson, Ainslie, & Martineau, expressing the donor's ‘‘ best 
wishes for the success of the association.” - on 


ance with the general rule, which appears now to be regarded © 
exceptions out of the rule against Ss (Nicolls v. Sheffield, — 

se, L. R. 7 Ch. 275, apparently 
And Lord Sr. Lzonarps states, in the 8th edition of © 
7th edition this ruling as to powers had come to be universally — 


Lantsberry v. Collier (2 K. & J., at p. 720), thereby approving of — 


Justice Fry in Re Cotton’s Trustees and the School Board for — 





be exerciseable after the absolute vesting in possession of the © 


which were cases of trusts, the same thing seems to have been — 


It would therefore appear that, in the case both of trusts and 
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HOW TO BE ELOQUENT, THOUGH AT THE BAR. 


THE interesting handbook which Mr. P. J. Cooke has written* 
ought to receive the earnest attention of the junior Bar, especially of 
the very junior Bar. Forensic eloquence is, in Mr. Cooke's opinion, 
a lost art. He admits a few exceptions, to be counted on the fingers 
of one hand, but his general indictment is drawn with scathing 
severity. ‘‘ At the Bar,” he says, ‘‘ there is nowadays such a con- 
spicuous absence of real gen oratorical effort, except, indeed, in 
a few rare instances, that one is almost necessarily forced to conclude 
that the eloquence of the Bar is only a name, a surmise, a sugges- 
tion of something that once existed, but which is now almost con- 
spicuous by its absence.” It may be that in these latter times the Bar 
has grown too matter-of-fact for the higher flights of eloquence, and 
that advocates are content to study rather the matter than the 
mannner of their speeches. The defect, however, is clearly not to 
be tolerated, and Mr. Cooke is ready, if the young unfledged 
barrister will only consult his pages, devoting to them—so we 
understand the suggestion—some part of each day, to train him tc a 
more adequate discharge of the functions he has chosen. But we 
must protest that Mr. CooxE is too good to be taken in snippets. 
The student, or for that matter the full-fledged barrister, who 
begins the perusal of the work will read at once to the end, and 
regret that his ordinary law books are not equally entertaining. 

For there is a curious fascination about these books on eloquence, 
to be eet ea only by the charm of books on etiquette. It 

eases to read of good manners, although we are conscious that 

ks make not manners, however m manners maketh man. 
And so, while, with submission to Mr. CooKkE, we cannot avoid 
the feeling that eloquence never came of the study of rules, it is 
agen to see the process by which orators, if not born, ought to 

able to make themselves. The first point is that the budding 
Cicero shall ‘‘ read, mark, learn, and inwardly digest ” the minutest 
remark which Mr. CookE makes under the head of ‘ Elocution.” 
Being thus somewhat sharply called to attention he will learn in the 
first place that all his efforts depend on the proper management of 
the breath. 

He must avoid “ clavicular or chest breathing” as the root, elocu- 
tionally speaking, of all evil. ‘‘The abdominal or diaphragmatic 
system is the only correct method.” If Mr. Cooke left his readers 
there perhaps they would not be much the wiser, but he does not. 
He is nothing if he is not practical, and he forthwith proceeds to 
explain how diaphragmatic breathing is attained. You lie in a 
horizontal =— with your back perfectly flat and your face and 
head at right angles with your body. You then inhale regularly and 
deeply through the nose, . COOKE says this can best be done 
before retiring at night. We should have thought it would be more 
convenient and eq’ efficacious after retiring. But this may bea 
distinction without a difference. At any rate five minutes out of the 
twenty-four hours—but the breathing must be through the nose—if 
kept up regularly, will initiate Cicero Junior into the mysteries of 
diaphragmatic breathing, and he will be able to accommodate twice 
as much air in his lungs as he could before. He will then, Mr. 
CooKE tells him, have mastered one of the most difficult elements of 
correct and effective speaking. 

From ‘‘ Elocution’’ Mr. Cooke passes to “ Enunciation,” and he 
insists equally on clearness of speech and correct pronunciation. 
Apparently he thinks as little of the pronunciation of the Bar as of 
its eloquence. ‘‘ The student should of et acquire the correct 
pronunciation, as far as mere accent is concerned, of all those critical 
words which cause so much embarrassment to inexperienced speakers.” 
This is quite right ; you should never start a word and then wobble 
in the matter of accent. But it would have been a further boon if 
Mr. Cooke had given a list of those words which are a pitfall for 
ingenuous youth. In lieu of this he clenches his advice by the sound 
maxim that a standard pronouncing dictionary should be one of the 
“boon companions of the young barrister.” But this raises the 
question whether Cicero junior ought to have boon companions, and, 
if he has, whether he will be safe with a modest “ Nuttall” or 
whether he had not better check too exuberant mirth by introducing 
to his friends the solid tomes of Dr. Murray. At any rate, before he 
essays to address judge or jury he must know English ‘‘as she is 
spoke,” and must be particular with his aspirates. As in the matter 
of diaphragmatic breathing, we cordially agree. 

We must pass over ‘“‘ Emphasis,” ‘‘ Modulation,” and ‘ Force.” 
All these go to make the perfect advocate. But in “Attitude and 
Gesture Me. Cooke has found a subject to which he has devoted 
special attention. It is all very well for the most eminent actors and 
actresses of the day to give him their opinion, as he says they have 
done, that the one principle to be followed is ‘‘ Be natural.” Herein, 
he remarks, lies the difficulty, and he proposes to help nature 
and the young barrister with twenty-one rules. For these we 





“Forensic Eloquence; or the Eloquence of the Bar. A Practical Handbook for 
Barristers and Solicitors. By P.J.Cooxe (of the Middle Temple), Professor of Elocu- 
tion and Rhetoric to the Battersea Polytechnic (1898-5), &c. George Barber. 
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must refer our readers to the 


book, but some of them be 
noticed. ‘ Never ‘ lay down thelaw’ with your forefinger, capentaliey | 
if you are a young practitioner, and never per nla bag rarer ae 
use the index finger in discussing points of equity fogh ge. <i 
Why points of equity only ? 
of law when enforced wii 
have not space for minute criticism. ‘Do not shut your eyes when 
speaking, and especially when people are The 
second part of the rule is i 1 
the orator, and it seems to infringe on the a. 
Counsel is exhorted not to place his thumbs in 
waistcoat and not to twist his moustache (if he has one). We 
have thought Mr. CookE would have treated such cases 
The man who can play with his moustache when the 
liberty of his client is at stake is beyond the of 
imposing is the advice, “Do not make ta 
wrists, or body,” though we decline to dislocate our join 
to discover the penalty which will follow on disobedience 
We prefer to admit ot ae ot core podnse od Paes 
argument by turning him a . 
voles ane dovetel te ee proper t of the hands. ‘‘ Do not 
forget that when proving an affirmative sition your hand should 
be open and wood flat, turned up » with the fingers slightl 
apart.” Obviously, though we never saw the matter : uite in 
light before. To maintain an affirmative proposition the hands 
otherwise than o might lead to and be as un- 
welcome to an adversary as enforcing a point of ee the 
forefinger is assumed to be to a judge. After all, however, Mr. CookE 
is on the safest ground when in rule 21 he says, “‘ Be natural, decisive, 
spontaneous, and sincere in all you do or say; if not, your success at 

e Bar will be rather in spite of your dehciencies than the conse- 
quence of your oratorical abilities.’” se “e 

Mr. Cooke must forgive us if we have seemed to t 
some of his advice. We that he is an experienced of 
elocution, and we have no doubt that practical teaching from him or 
any other competent instructor is of great value to any man 
to practice public — as part of his profession. Bui 
elocution depends so much upon natural gifts that an 
reduce it to rule and to teach it by the written em) 
writer open to a good deal of criticism. The finished orator is 
sublime. The orator, in the course of being made to order, tends 
sometimes to the ridiculous. So far, however, we have touched onl 
on the beginning of Mr. Cooxer’s book, and the bulk of it is con 
cerned with matter in which he B pp a valuable and sound guide 
—namely, in the arrangement speeches, in the examination of 
witnesses, and generally in the conduct by an advocate of his case. 
Advice is given as to how a case should be got 3 how the “ points 
should be made, and as to the treatment which should be accorded to 
judge and jury respectively. The barrister will usually, we are told, 
do best by making use of a couple of good sound points rather thar 
a multiplicity of a less ine amen Sg eh oy “a 
rule he considers hi superior any wi 

ing the better of him, and various 


prepared for the witness 2 
cemnahage instances of the tables thus turned are taken from the 
i or example: “ ‘ Now, 4 


Parnell Commission p 4 
said counsel familiarly, ‘you say you heard a gun one night, and 
found a hole in the door that wasn’t there before? ? 
‘Was it a bullet hole?’ ‘To the best of my belafe. 
swear it was a bullet hole?’ ‘It might have been o : 
‘Will you swear it was?’ ‘Arrah, now, be aisy. I didn’t see the 
bullet doin’ it.’ Counsel sat down.” ; 

In dealing with examination of witnesses Mr. CooKE gives o_o 
many hiuts that will be of use to 
an examination in chief counsel can Let 
the witness, the jury, and the Bench alone for once in your life, and 
allow them to bave a quiet time of it together.” Too much insistence 
on the truth of an answer ray tho the case as by an apt anecdote is 
elswhere shewn. But it is cross-examination that Mr. CookE 
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reserves his highest praise. ‘‘ Cross-examination,” he says, “‘is the 
highest, most diffic t, and most artistic branch of advocacy,” and of 
the successful cross-examiner he speaks in terms of extreme 
Here again, however, though the young advocate may take he 
must rely chiefly on his own native skill and shrewdness. Mr. 
CooKE can interest him but he cannot — pores ie 
We have noticed the which Mr. KE 
uence at the Sitce Lord RUSSELL was raised to the Bench 
ere has been, we are told, no advocate, and the only counsel 
now deserving the name of advocate at all, even without the 


ont,” & Oe ene Se 
too exclusive. Advocacy is not 
have us believe. ‘Speaking ,” he says, ‘“‘and with 
confidence that I am not exaggerating, I 
enter our courta thet eloquense snd oven posses SS 
the members of the English Bar to a 

the duties of the Bar are 
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and are paid for on this footing. However, there is the indictment, 
and whether or nothe Bar find the remedy in Mr. Cooxr’s book, it 
will at least give them, and all others who are concerned, some very 


good reading. 








REVIEWS. 
PLEADINGS. 


BULLEN AND LEAKE’S PRECEDENTS OF PLEADINGS. WITH NOTES 
AND RULES RELATING TO PLEADING. Firth EDITION. REVISED 
AND ADAPTED TO THE PRESENT PRACTICE IN THE QUEEN’S 
BrEnoH Division of THE HicH Court oF Justice. By THomas 
J. Burien, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Cyrit Dopp, Esq., Q.C., 
and CHARLES WALTER CLIFFORD, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A new edition of this standard work on Pleading will be none the 
eas welcome to the profession because the present editors have 
succeeded in substituting one volume for two, in accordance with the 
adopted on the first appearance of the work in 1860, but subse- 
uently abandoned. The arrangement of the contents of the book, 
ever, has not been materially altered. That is to say, the two 
eeere divisions of Claims and Defences are still adhered to, with 
ir sub-divisions into ‘‘ Actions on Contract” and ‘‘ Actions for 
Wrongs,” in alphabetical order. The entire volume now comprises 
twelve chapters, which together constitute what may be not inaptly 
termed a Code of Pleading. Each of these chapters, except the first, 
which is merely ‘‘ Introductory,” contains forms of pleading, &c., 
accompanied by notes embodying the law and practice applicable to 
each precedent given. Many of the forms of pleading now provided 
_,, ate more concise than those contained in the previous edition, and 
“ yaar more nearly to the pleadings in use when the earlier 
8 of the work were issued. This is in some measure due to the 
fact that the precedents given as examples by the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883, now in force, are more concise than those com- 
prised in the Schedule of the Judicature Act, 1875. 

As regards the accompanying notes, already mentioned, which have 
always constituted a er | feature of this work, it is satisfactory to 
find that those embodied in the present edition fully sustain the high 
reputation previously acquired and reflect great credit on the present 
learned editors. Sometimes, indeed (doubtless in the laudable desire 
to keep down the bulk of the volume), the notes seem to us to deal 
too briefly with matters of importance—as, for instance, at p. 626, 
where the applicability of section 4 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, is 
under consideration ; at p. 55, where the question of how far the old 
rules ae the pleading of exceptions or provisoes are still 
applicable is dismissed with the meagre statement that ‘‘ these rules, 
however, have lost much of their former importance under the present 

of pleading”; and at p. 4, where the editors merely give the 
terms of ord. 18a of the R. 8. C., without in any way explaining or 
commenting upon the novel method of trial without pleadings 
thereby introduced. Moreover, we also think that the index, which 
is by no means as good as it might and should be, ought to contain 
rh ser title, “‘ Trial Without Pleadings,” and should directly refer to 
a subject as the ‘‘ Consolidation of Actions.” Likewise the table of 
cases would be improved by references to the various series of reports 
and by giving the dates of the decisions cited, in accordance with 
ern usage. However, most of the cases concerning the subjects 
comprised in the work are, we need hardly assure our readers, 
referred to in the present edition, though the somewhat important 
case of Brunning v. Odhams Brothers (75 L. T. 602), with regard to 
the pleading of the Statute of Frauds, seems to have escaped the 
vigilance of the editors. 





JUSTICES’ MANUAL, 


Srone’s Justices’ MANUAL, BEING THE YEARLY JUSTICES’ 
Practice ror 1897. A GuIDE TO THE ORDINARY DUTIES OF A 
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE. WitH TABLE OF STATUTES, TABLE OF 
Cases, APPENDIX OF ForMS, AND TABLE OF PUNISHMENTS. 
TWENTY-NINTH Eprrion. Edited by Gzorce B. Kennett, Esq., 
Solicitor. Shaw & Sons ; Butterworth & Co. 

This is probably the most popular and widely used book of its 
class which has ever been published, and is the guide and friend of 
almost every magistrate and magistrate’s clerk in the country, and 
of almost every lawyer who practises in courts of juris- 
diction. It has gone through so many editions, oad tee On 
carefully and frequently revised by its present editor, the Town Clerk 
of Norwich, that it would be strange if any error of uence 
could be discovered in its It is now intended to publish a 
fresh edition of this work regularly every year, so that every one 
who uses it me constantly have copy well up to date and 
furnished with all recent statutes and decisions of importance. The 


present edition contains references to nearly two hundred cases! 


decided since the 28th edition ap , and to many Acts of Parlia- 
ment passed since that time. We are glad to see that a table of 
statutes has been added to this edition. This will undoubtedly add 
to the usefulness of the work, as the absence of such a 
table has always (in our opinion) considerably detracted from the 
value of the book. 

In the preface the editor directs special attention to the case of 
Osborn v. Wood (41 Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL 143; 1897, 1 Q. B. 197), 
which was not reported in time to be noticed in the text. In that 
case a Divisional Court held that justices have no right to reduce a fine 
below a certain sum where a statute passed subsequently to the Sum- 
mary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, provides that the fine shall not be less 
than that sum, in spite of section 4 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, which provides that, notwithstanding any enactment to the 
contrary, where a court has authority under that Act or under any 
other Act, whether t or future, to impose a fine, the court may, 
4 the offence be a first offence, reduce the prescribed amount of 
the fine. 

Praise of a law-book which has reached its twenty-ninth edition 
would seem to be superfluous, whilst blame might recoil on the rash 
critic’s head. We venture to suggest, however, that, even at the cost 
of making a long book still longer, the interest of London practi- 
tioners should be considered more closely in future editions. As it is, 
the country lawyer in any ordinary case is fully supplied by ‘‘ Stone ” 
with all the iandormation he requires. There are, however, a large 
number of points on which the law is different in London from what 
it is in the rest of the country, and a still larger number on which, 
although the law is practically the same, London is governed by 
different statutes from the rest of the country. On such points 
‘Stone’? is almost useless to the London practitioner, and he is 
obliged to turn to some other work. An exampleis supplied at once 
by a glance at the table of statutes in the present edition. In that 
table the London Cab Act, 1896, has no place, although it creates a 
new offence punishable on summary conviction. Within its own 
limits, however, this book is all that can be expected of any book of 
its kind, and the new edition seems likely to even increase the repu- 
tation that many years of trial have earned for the work. 





DEATH DUTIES. 


THE ACTS RELATING TO EsTATE, PROBATE, LEGACY, AND SUCCESSION 
Duties. By (the late) ALFRED HANSON, Barrister-at-Law, Comp- 
troller of Legacy and Succession Duties. Fourrn Epirion. By 
Lewis T. Drsprn and Francis H. L. Errinerton, Barristers-at- 
Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


We welcome this new edition of Hanson. It is twenty years since 
the last edition was published, yet, even after the lapse of many years, 
the practitioner found it necessary to keep the work on his shelves, 
Mr. Hanson, both in his official capacity and as author, was dis- 
tinguished by extensive and accurate knowledge of the death duties, 
and (what is perhaps rarer) by great fairness in the practical con- 
struction and administration of the Acts. In dealing with the ques- 
tions which arose, he never shewed any bias in favour of the Crown, 
but applied his clear and sound judgment to their solution with 
judicial impartiality. It was these characteristics, combined with a 
considerable faculty of clear, if not very terse, exposition, which 
rendered his work so valuable. Although, of course, great changes have 
necessarily been made in the present edition, we are glad to observe 
that, wherever possible, the author’s mode of arrangement has been 
preserved. “The introductory chapters have been remodelled and re- 
arranged with considerable ingenuity, so as to give in a condensed 
form the original statements, so far as now applicable, while they 
have been largely added to, so as to make them complete general 
outlines of the subject. There is, of course, a new chapter on Estate 
Duty, which, as regards terseness (occupying twenty pages only), 
arrangement, and comprehensiveness, reflects great credit on the 
present editors. 

The introductory chapters are followed by a tabular statement of 
the forms in use for payment of death duties, and then there succeeds 
the Finance Act, 1894, fully and elaborately annotated. The notes 
are carefully explanatory of the various sections, and the authors do 
not shrink from discussiug and expressing an opinion on the various 
points of doubt arising on the provisions of this difficult Act. Thus, 
with regard to the point as to settled estate duty decided very 
recently in Attorncy-General v. “hme (ante, p. 439), while admitti 
that the view adopted by the Inland Revenue is the strictly logi 
view, they point out very clearly and well the arguments against it. 

The Probate Duty Acts, so far as now existing, follow, with similar 








annotations, and then, after a short statement of the Tem 





Estate Duty Act, we come to the Legacy Duty Acts, with regard to 
which less has been necessary than in any other part of the 
book. We observe, however, that Mr. Hanson’s notes have been in 
judiciously ; indeed, throughout the entire 


many places condensed 
work there is an admirable regard paid to terseness and practical 
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utility. The rest of the work is devoted to succession duty, the notes 
on the Act of 1853 being well revised and brought up to 

There is a good index, and we are glad to see that in the table of 
cases, not only are references to all the series of reports given, but 
the year in which each decision was given is also supplied, and more- 
over there are references in large type to the at which the facts 
of acase are stated. This last is a most valuable additition to the 
utility of the book to the practitioner. The work appears to us to be 
admirably edited, and we think it will restore to Hanson its place as 
the preee e treatise on the death duties. 





THE COMPANIES ACTS. 


Tue LAw AND PRACTICE UNDER THE ComPANIES Acts, 1862 TO 
1893 (AND THE}LIFE AssuRANCE Compantgs Acts, 1870 To 1872). 
By H. Burton Bucktey, M.A.,Q.C. SEVENTH EpiTion. By the 
Author and A. C. Ciauson, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Haynes. 

The seventh edition of this well-known treatise on the statutory 
law of companies shews marks of no less industry and prudence than 
its predecessors, and will hold its own as an exhaustive and cautious 
digest of Acts, rules, and authorities. All the decisions on the Act 
of 1890, the Memorandum of Association Act, and the Winding-up 
Act have been introduced. It is pointed out as a proof of failure of 
the Directors Liability Act, 1890, that there has m no decision 
upon it; but the proof is not necessarily conclusive. 

Two or three very interesting discussions of comparatively new 
points are included. We may instance that upon the claims of lessors 
for future rent against a company in liquidation as affected by the 
decision of the ri use of Lords in Hardy v. Fothergill and subse- 
quent cases (pp. 385-388). This is very carefully argued, but there 
seems to be an error in the discussion of Craig’s claim, which is 
treated as an authority on the subject of lessors, whereas the claimant 
was @ lessee who had assigned the lease with an indemnity. 
Another a amy | point treated is the effect of the Arrangement 
Act of 1870 upon foreign and colonial creditors, and how far they 
are barred by an arrangement as against foreign assets subject to 
the control of foreign courts—a nice question of the conflict of laws 
(pp. 632-634). Another monologue of a similar nature—on the con- 
tictn ing decisions of Hutton ae ying nd he and he 

lorporation v. Couper, with re to the rights of a company by 
= resolution to alter the articles and create pedieatias deans 
of shareholders—is now admitted in the introduction to be out of date 

and erroneous since the decision of the House of Lords in Andrews v. 

Gas Meter Co., given after this portion was in print (pp. 205-208). 

The authors offer a pious thanksgiving to the House of Lords for 

overruling Broderip v. Salomon on “‘ one man” companies. 

From the strictly legal point of view, the defect of the book has 
always been its excessive ialism ; a certain ponderous assumption 
that companies are a thing apart with regard to all law; that even 
the elementary principles of contract may not apply to such favourite 
objects of contemplation, and that it is rather a matter of inference 
to be collected from parallel strings of authorities whether and how 
far they do apply, not a matter of principle. We must admit that 
the judges have often given some justification for this attitude. It 
seems astounding to an onlooker that in the present year of grace a 
Court of Ap should have had to consider solemnly whether an 
underwriting letter containing an offer to underwrite was a contract 
without requiring acceptance, and whether the offer was by estoppel 
made a contract because it was left in the hands of the promoters. 
Yet this we have seen, and much more of the same sort we shall 

bably see. And text-writers who aim at being practical naturally 

‘ollow the courts, though the best strike their finger on the principle 

which will keep the judges straight. We think that Mr. Buckley, 
with his elaborate balancing of authorities and his policy of strenuous 
non-committal, has rather tended to encourage the error. But he is 
entitled to all praise for the industry and impartiality and clearness 
of his successive editions of his magnum opus. 


‘ 





LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICE OF THE LAW OF LIBEL AND SLANDER. 
Wiru SuGGEsTions oN THE Conpuct ofr A Crvit AcrTion, Forms 
AND PRECEDENTS, AND ALL STATUTES BEARING ON THE SUBJECT. 
By Huan Fraser, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. SECOND 
Eprtion. London: W. Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


We are far from surprised to see a second edition of this excellent 
work on libel and slander. It is a small book, but it contains a large 
amount of valuable matter in a concise but accurate form. It is not 
arranged in chapters in the ordinary way, but the law is set out ina 
series of propositions, each being followed by explanatory notes and 
comments, with ious references to authorities, and many extracts 
from gm “This portion of the book is divided into two , 
Part I. dealing with civil, and Part Il. with criminal thst one 


Then follow two 
ents, 
almost all the statutes 


i Se Sree 
with notes thereon, the other consisting 
bearing on the subjects dealt with in 
volume. The book is clearly and written, and of the 
subjects are treated with considerable , the sections on wy -4 
being especiall 7 ee © San The student who desires 
acquire a sound knowledge of the la 

pata gy Aemadathereghy ¥. uable to the la a Paes it 
ought, however, to e lawyer as 
appears to be thoroughly reliable, and the matter in 

is well selected and arranged, and sure 


to section 32 of the Patents, Designs, 
which provides that if any person wee 
patentee of an invention any other person with | 
ceedings in respect to the manufacture or sale of the inven 
person aggrieved may by action recover an injunction and damages. 
Mr. Fraser does not confine himself entirely to a 
his subject, he also gives some excellent advice to would-be plaintiffs 
and their advisers. ‘‘It is always wise,” he writes, ‘‘ not toissue a 
writ for libel or slander ina hurry. In no class of cases perhaps isa 
judicious handling of the case in its imi more essential 
for a client’s success. iscretion and want of tact are, far more 
than is generally su , the cause of ultimate failure in an action 
of this kind. The plaintiff himself, in nine cases out of ten, is highly 
indignant, often unreasonably so, seeing only his view of the case, 
and is anxious to issue a writ with all speed in order that he may at 
the earliest possible moment y punish his op; t and set 
himself right with his friends and the public. The Plaintiff's solicitor 
will not, however, if he is wise, allow himself to be carried away by 
his client’s wishes on this point, but will insist upon y con- 
sidering his client’s position before moving in the matter. It 
is always prudent ore commencing proceedings to write a 
judiciously worded letter to the defendant giving him an 0} 
to withdraw and apologise. Such a course 
the plaintiff a verdict in a doubtful case, and, where his case is a 
strong one, will materially increase his chance of obtaining heavy 
damages: Whatever be the circumstances, such 
harm, and at the trial it will always find favour both with the judge 


and jury.” 


g 
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MOTOR CARS. 


Tue Law or Motor Cars, HACKNEY AND OTHER CARRIAGES. By 
G. A. Bonver, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. London: Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

There is a t deal of useful information in Mr. Bonner’s little 
book. The law relating to motor cars is dealt with in the first 
chapter, which sets out the Locomotives on Highways Act, 1896, 
with full annotations. There follows a chapter on wes | and 
other carriages, and the subsequent divisions of the book d 
the law of negligence, nuisance, and excessive traffic, bailment 
carriers so far as it affects the subject in hand, and with the law 
relating to ordi , a8 opposed to “* light” locomotives on highways. 
There is an appendix of statutes and a fairly complete index. 

The whole book would be improved if its arrangement were better ; 
we should have preferred to find the statutory regulations gro 
under appropriate headings in the appendix, references to them being 
given in the notes to the sections under which they are made. 
author has, however, adopted the course of setting out these regula- 
Roane notes te the oe ge ee as the 
themselves ; and as the regulations lengthy and require annota- 
tion, this leads to a very cumbrous system of notes and sub-notes; 
thus we find under section 5 of the Locomotives Act of 1896 (which 
relates to the use of petroleum) first a short note (in small type) by 
the author, then (in italics) a note from the Home accom = 

ions as to 


BE 


Pek 


ing their then 

eee as the section of the Act) with notes under each 

tion, these latter notes in some cases including abstracts of several 
Acts of Parliament. And in some instances the author has incum- 


bered his notes with uous abstracts, section by section, of Acts 
which are set out in full in the appendix of statutes at the end of 
the work. 

Tested by reference to recent cases, the book does not seem to be 


uite up to date, for in the chapter on ordinary carriages no allusion 
is made to the reoeut decisions as to the validity of county bye-laws 


vehicles the hours of dark- 
Se v. Groves (1 


v. Stretton (44 W. 
T. L. R. 450). It is always difficult in of a small branch 
of the law to avoid agen greed is covered 
by exhaustive treatises, and Mr. Bonner’s covered 
by standard works on such subjects as the law of and of 
highways. But the little be useful on the which 





book will 
1 within its title, and better internal arrangements 
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COUNTY COURT PRACTICE. 


Tue Boustvess Man’s County Court Gums. A PRACTICAL 
MANUAL OF THE ORDINARY PROCEDURE IN THESE TRIBUNALS, 
ESPECIALLY WITH REFERENCE TO TRADESMEN’S DISPUTES AND 
THE RECOVERY OF TRADE DEBTS; mvcLUDING Pracrticat In- 
FORMATION UPON EVIDENCE, SPECIAL DEFENCES, &C., AND WITH 
AN APPENDIX OF USEFUL Forms AND TABLE OF FEES. SECOND 
AND REvIsED Epition. By CHaries Jonzs, Author of “The 
Solicitor’s Clerk,” &c. Effingham Wilson & Co. 


A book of this kind does not aim at completeness, and certainly 
does not attain it. Nevertheless, within the moderate compass of 
some 245 pages the author has collected some practical information 
on the ordinary every-day procedure and routine of the county 
courts extremely useful to lay suitors, and even, though in a lesser 
degree, to | practitioners. Proceedings under the Employers’ 
pore 3 Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 42), are not included within the 
scope of Mr. Jones’s Guide, and hardly any cases or enactments are 
cited in su of the various statements made in the text. It 
therefore obviously appeals rather to the general public than to 
members of the legal profession, who will naturally turn for informa- 
tion concerning the matters dealt with in the present volume to such 
works es the *‘ Annual” or ‘“‘ Yearly’ County Court Practice. We 
notice that at page 16 the law as to the joinder of plaintiffs is stated 
rather in accordance with the old county court rule on the subject 
than with that now in force (ord. 3, r. 1a), which was issued last 
December. In other respects, however, so far as we have tested it, 
the present edition seems to be up to date. A good index, covering 
thirty pages, will be found at the end of the volume. 





THE BANKRUPTCY ACTS. 


THs Bankruptcy Acts, 1883. ro 1890. Wirn RvLEs, Forms, 
ScALEs oF Costs, FEEs AND PERCENTAGES, BOARD OF TRADE AND 
CourT ORDERS, AND THE DEsrTors Act, 1869 ; DEEDS OF ARRANGE- 
MENT AcT, 1887, &0., AND A COMMENTARY THEREON. By His 
Honour Judge CHaLmErs and E. Hoven, Inspector in Bankruptcy, 
Board of Trade. Fourtn Eprrion. By M1 Mum MAcKENZIE, 
Barrister-at-Law, and E. Hovax. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


We need not do more than announce the issue of the fourth edition 
of this valuable treatise. Constant use of it in practice has shewn 
that it is a most convenient handbook to the decisions on the sections 
of the Bankruptcy Acts. It states their substance with great con- 
ciseness, and gives cross-references to sections, rules, and forms, so as 
to put the reader at once in possession of all the matter bearing on 
any particular section. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law of Sales of Stocks and Shares. By CHARLES FRAMPTON 
STaALLARD, B.A. (Oxon), Barrister-at-Law. Clement Wilson. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LONG VACATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Referring to your observations in last Saturday’s SoLictToRs’ 
JOURNAL, and in order to give ample time for full consideration of 
the sabject, I beg to inform you that I have, in conjunction with 
Mr. given notice of my intention to move the following 
resolutions at the July meeting of the Incorporated Law Society : 

1, That it is desirable that the Long Vavation should be curtailed, 
— should commence on the Ist of August and terminate on the 15th 

2. 


on both days inclusive. 

this resolution be forthwith communicated to the Lord 
High Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice of England, and the Council 
of the Bar. 

I trust that among those who advocate the abolition of the Long 
Vacation someone will be found to move that as an amendment to 
my first resolution, and the meeting will then have before it the 

issues of retention, abolition, or curtailment, and will be 
able to arrive at a decision of this much debated question. 

The decision of the seme whatever it any be, will necessarily 
raise many questions of d (such as pleadings, vacation sittings, 
&e.), which should, I think, be left for subsequent discussion. 

take this opportunity of correcting an error in your issue of the 
Sth imst., at p. 464. The Norwich resolution was adopted at the 
Liverpool meeting in 1895 by a majority of 40 to 7. 
12, sanieon a W.C., F. Rowiey Parker. 
y 25. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE COLONIAL PROBATES ACT, 1892. 
ORDER In COUNCIL. 


Whereas by the first section of ‘‘ The Colonial Probates Act, 1892,” 
it is enacted as follows :— 

‘‘Her Majesty the Queen may, on being satisfied that the Legis- 
lature of any British Possession oh made uate provision for the 
recognition in that possession of probates and letters of administra- 
tion granted by the Courts of the United Kingdom, direct by Order 
in Council that this Act shall, subject to any exceptions and modifi- 
cations specified in the Order, apply to that possession, and there- 
upon, while the Order is in force, this Act apply accordingly.” 

And whereas Her Majesty is satisfied that the Legislature of the 
British Possession hereinafter mentioned has made adequate provision 
for the recognition in that possession of probates and letters of 
administration granted by the Courts of the United Kingdom. 

Now, therefore, Her Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of the 
powers by the above-recited Act in Her Majesty vested, is pleased by 
and with the advice of Her Most Honourable Privy Council to order 
and it is hereby ordered, as follows: 

“The Colonial Probates Act, 1892,” shall apply to the British 
Possession hereunder mentioned :— 

ae tt North-West Territories being part of the Dominion of 
Can 

And the Right Honourable Joseph Chamberlain, one of Her 
Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State, is to give the necessasy 
directions herein accordingly. C. L. PEEL 


TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
ORDER OF CouRT. 
Monday, the 17th of May, 1897. 


Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, and Mr. Justice 
Byrne respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes 
assigned to Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr, Justice 
Kekewich should for the purpose only of ——— of trial be trans- 
ferred to Mr. Justice Byrne; Now I, the Right Honourable ena. 5 
Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth in the 
schedules hereto, be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Jus- 
tice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich, to Mr. 
Justice Byrne for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be 
marked in the cause books accordi . And this order is to be 
drawn up by the eos and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice NorTH. 
1896, 


Bulpett v Link 1895 B 3,777 Feb 21 

Hippisley v Sweet 1895 H 3,600 Feb 24 

Dickson v Eking 1896 D 201 July 10 

Kirk v Kirk 1896 K 205 Aug4 

Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v Ixion Patent Pneumatic Tyre Co ld 1896 
P 600 Augi 

Midland Ry Co v Topliss 1895 M 695 Aug6 

Laycock v Jamieson & W Tuke 1895 L 2,400 Aug7 

C de Murrieta & Cold v Galindez 1896 C 95 Aug 12 

Wilkinson v Storry 1896 W 1,271 Aug13 

Prall yGann 1896 P 1,075 Sept 15 

Attorney-Gen v Hendon Rural District Board 1896 B 2,196 
Sept 24 

Bendit Brothers v Hirth 1896 B 3,737 Oct13 

Dye & Fotkeringha:n v Patman 1896 D 1,638 Oot 22 

King v Myers 1896 K 306 Oct 24 

C de Murrieta & Cold v Galindez 1896 C 2,003 Nov 2 

Bullivant & Co v Iberian Iron Ore Cold 1896 B 1,168 Nov 25 

Green v Hatchett 1896 G 1,306 Nov 26 

Collins v 1896 C 2,231 Nov 30 

Parr v Tompson 1896 P 1,404 Dec3 

McDiarmid v Hamnett 1896 M 1,869 Dec 5 

Allen v Pritchard 1896 A 918 Dec 14 

Thomson v Thomson 1896 T 619 Dec 14 

Rice v Rice 1896 R 572 Dec 15 

— of A venny v Parsons 1896 A 142 Dec 22 

Bartlett v Spiking & Co 1896 B 3,269 Dec 23 


1897 


Universal Industrial Syndicate ld vy Eadie 1896 U 458 Jan4 
Martin v Roberts 1896 M 2,616 Jan4 
In re Eagle COardinall v Eagle 1896 E 596 Jan 6 
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Tanton v Reeve 1896 T 1,323 Jani 

Locock v Fortescue 1896 L 1,722 Janil 

Douglas & Bannatyne v Consort Deep Level Gold Mines ld 1895 
D 1,778 Jan 12 

The Pneumatic Tyre Cold v Rogers 1896 P 2,006 Jan 13 

Ellison v Fawcett 1896 E 747 Jan 13 

Hyndman v Crawford 1896 H 2,399 Jan 14 

Baker v Bevan 1896 B 3,167 Jan 21 

In re Hughes Faberv Gye 1896 H 1,549 Jan 23 

Owen & 60 ld v The Barry Ry Co 1896 T 1,720 Jan 25 

Brown v Collins 1896 B 4,601 Jan 26 

Lyons v Oakshette 1896 I, 1,861 Jan 26 

Baylis v Campion 1896 B 3,302 Jan 27 

ae v Dinas Steam Colliery Co ld 1896 A _ 1,039 
an 27 

Robertson v Gavin 1896 R 1,975 Jan 30 

Ludlow v Marshall 1896 L 2,027 Feb1 

Holthouse v Dessan 1896 H 1,400 Feb 1 

Robartsv Ormond 1896 R 1,543 Feb3 

Genn v East Kerrier Rural District Council 
Feb 3 

Wayv Way adjd sumns entered in Witness List 1896 W 3,624 
eb 4 

ee Commissioners for England v Pinney 1896 E 346 
eb 8 

a v Harefield Grove & Springfield Water Cold 1896 L 1,378 
eb 9 

Ryves v Ryves 1896 R 1,882 Feb 10 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
1896. 
Cameron v Smith 1896 C 1,490 Oct 12 
Lewis v Nantyglo, &c, Iron Works, ld 1893 L 2,398 Oct 21 
bi v Manchester, Sheffield, &, Ry Co 1896 W 1,363 
ict 21 
Salter v Bauer 1896 8S 1,508 Oct 26 
In re Davis, Davis v Auger 1896 D 1,089 Oct 29 
Dalzell v Stirli 1896 D 707 Nov 10 
Attorney-Gen v Bull 1896 A 979 Nov 17 
=o Transvaal Estates, ld v Barnato Bres 1895 H 3,071 
ov 21 

Stevenson v Harward 1896 S 1,035 Nov 23 
Clark v Sharp & Co 1896 © 2,384 Nov 26 
Martin v O’Driscoll & Co 1896 M 1,851 Nov 27 
Grey v Wallace 1896 G 1,225 Dec 2 
Birmingham Breweries, ld v Jameson 1896 B 2,806 Dec 2 
The Pneumatic Tyre Co, 1d v Whymper, junr, and six other actions 

consolidated 1896 P 1,457 Dec 4 
Same Cov MacLellan 1896 P 1,468 Dec 4 
Sitwell v Worrall 1896 S 464 Decd 
Snapper v Fox 1896 S 2,425 Dec 8 
Griffiths v uis of Bute 1896 G .1,240 Dec 8 
In re The Truffault Cycle & Tube Manufacturing Co, ld & Co’s Acts 

motn Dec 8 
Clarke v Odhams 1895 C 3,867 Dec l4 
Bower v Browne 1896 B 4,388 Dec 15 
In re Marriott Marriott v Marriott 1895 M 2,742 Dec 15 
Ibbetson v Clarkson 1898 I 884 Dec 22 
Ward v Mayor, &c, of Portsmouth 1896 W 2,515 Dec28 


1897. 

Brook v Brook 1896 B 2,646 Jan7 

In re Eastbourne Mansions !d Armstrong v Eastbourne Mansions ld 
1896 E 988 Jan 8 

Tuckey v Barrett 1896 T 1,507 Jan8 

Schroeder v Harris 1896 S 2,989 Jan 11 

Haigh v Coltman & Baker 1896 H 1,889 Jan 13 

Fielden v Mayor, &c, of Morley 1895 F 1,139 Jao 14 

Mytton v Evans 1895 M 3,429 Jan1é 

Williamson v Haggas 1896 W 2,508 Jan 16 

The Home & Colonial Stores ld v The World’s Tes Co 1896 H 
1,553 Jan 18 

Brickwell vy Faldo 1896 B 1,984 Jan 18 

In re Von Dahmen’s Patents, 6,327, and In re Wagner's Patent 
i end Patents Acts petition entered in Witness List 
an 23 

Lewin v Hood 1896 L 637 Jan 2% 

Abrahams v Partridge 1896 A 1,538 Feb 29 

In re Powell Powell v Powell 1895 P 247 Feb 1 

Cibils-Buxaro v Schmoele, Rhodes & Co 1896 © 2,528 Feb1 


1896 G_ 1,928 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexzwicu. 


Day v Challis 1895 D 1,288 Dec 24 
Galland v Lidiard 1896 G@ 1,973 Dec 29 


1897. 
Actien Gesellschaft fur Cartonnagen Industrie v Walkington 1896 
A 1,354 Janl 
| Homer v Hiscott 1896 H 3,811 Jan 2 g 
The Palmer Tyre, 1d v Pneumatic ,ld 1896 P 1,032 Jan4 
Dougias v Bo! 1896 D 320 Jan 6 
Birkinshaw v Hooley 1896 R 3,380 Jan 7 
Crisp v Swann 1896 C. 2,385 Jan 12 
Matthews v Sherrin 1896 M 3,054 Jan 14 
Isaacs v Towell 1896 I 1,974 Jan 15 
In re Robinson Robinson v Robinson 1896 R 1,395 Jan18 
Hipkins & Son v Plant 1896 H 2,834 Jan 19 
L De Rothschild v Miles 1896 D 1,165 Jan 21 
In re Lucas, Govett v Lucas 1896 L 1,443 Jan 25 
Groome v Ricci 1896 G 6561 Jan 26 
Wackett v Gingell, Son, & Co 1896 W 2,061 Jan 26 
In re Oakley, March v Oakley 1896 O 1,502 Jan 30 
Dessau v Grueber 1896 D 608 Feb3 
Bateman v Hertz 1896 B 2,394 Feb4 
Roe v Crews 1896 R 1,325 Feb6 
Fricker v Van Grutten 1895 F 1,792 Feb8 


1896. 

Stepney v Bury Port & Gwendreath Valley Ry Co 1895 8 2,775 
Aug 18 

1897. 
Pellew v Obrly 1896 P 1,398 Feb9 
Kingswell v McAndrew 1896 K 742 Feb 10 
Lake v Archer-Burton 1896 L 2,403 Feb 15 
Atkinson v Hills 1896 A 1,296 Feb17 
Kekewich v Smith 1897 K 50 April 14 

Haussury, C. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Wuirsun Vacation, 1897. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Whitsun Vacation. 

During Whitsun Vacation: All applications which require to be 
immediately or promptly heard, are to be made to the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Cave. 

Mr. Justice Cave will act as Vacation Judge from Saturday, June 5th, to 
Monday, June 14th, both days inclusive. 

His lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, 
June 10th, at 11 a.m., for the. fisposal of urgent Queen’s Bench 
summonses. 4° 

On other days within the abote in any case of urgency, the brief 
of counsel may be sent to the by book-post or parcel, 
accompanied by office copies of the affidavits in support of the 
ond also bys selnule, on 6 eens eet So ere ee b: 
the crder he may consider the applicant en 
capable of receiving the addressed : 

Letter: To the oe Vacation, Chancery Registrars 5 
Royal Courts of J , London, W.C.”’ 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent 6 ie Ne re eee 

The ad of the judge can be obtained on application at the Chancery 
Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 


f 








It is stated that Joseph Hollis Yates, the Liverpool solicitor who was 
convicted at the assizes last week, had a much more daring and 
scheme on peal een oy Os centeeee oe . In 
1819 Colonel Blake, an English military officer on Ireland, eloped 
with end menriod s banSecies yeuag [ste gne st Samet Seeenee. At 
his death Colonel Blake left the Se Oe eae 
of £10,000 to Mr. Gladstone. The died intestate in 1 in 
. no family. No heirs could be discovered, and in 1883, 
after the usual the Crown claimed the estate, which then 
amounted to over £100,000. In 1891 a claim 
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1896. 
Hawthorne v Scott 1896 H 3,125 Deo 21 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
IMRAY v. OAKSHETTE. No. 2. 18th, 19th, and 20th May. 


Lzsson anp Lessze—Breacu or Covenant—ForreiturE—UNDER-LESSEE, 
Prorzcrion or—ConveyrancinG anp Law or Prorsrty Act, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 14—Conveyanctne anp Law or Propgsrty Act, 
1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 13), s. 4. 


— from a decision of Day, J., at chambers. The plaintiff was the 
older of premises in Walworth, which were let on lease to the first 
defendant. The lease contained a covenant not to assign or sub-let for 
more than three years, with a forfeiture clause on non-compliance with 
the covenant. The defendant assigned the premises to one Hurlock, and 
thereupon the plaintiff commenced an action in ejectment against his 
lessee, Hurlock, and other sub-lessees of the property. One of these, 
Lyons, applied by summons in the ejectment action for an order vesting 
the comprised in his underlease in himself for the term of his 
own underleare, under section 4 of the Conveyancing and Law of Property| 
Act, 1892. Day, J., dismissed the summons, being of opinion that he 
had no jurisdiction to make such an order as that asked for. The appli- 
cant A 
Tux Covrr (Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, being of 
_s. though they had jurisdiction, it was a matter for their 
, and they ought not to exercise it in the appellant’s favour in 
this case. 
20th May.—Lorzs, L.J., read the following judgment: This is a case 
of some im nce involving the question of the jurisdiction of the court 
to grant against forfeiture to an under-lessee where the breach of 
covenant is assigning without consent, and the terms upon which such 
relief should be granted, if there is jurisdiction to grant it. Lewis Lyons, 
an underyessee, applied to be relieved from a forfeiture incurred by the 
original Reece in consequence of a breach of a covenant not to assign 
without the consent of the superior lessor. That the lessee had forfeited 
his lease was not disputed, but it was contended that the court could 
grant no relief to an under-lessee where the breach of covenant creating 
the forfeiture was the breach of a covenant not to assign. The question 
of jurisdiction depends on the construction to be placed on section 14 of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and the fourth section of the Amending Act, 
1892. The relief given against forfeiture by section 14 of the Act of 188] 
does not extend (sub-section 6) *‘ to a covenant or condition against the 
es nes parting with the possession or disposing of the 
leased.’’ The lessee, therefore, can obtain no relief in such a case. 
The case of an under-lessee is not provided for by the Act of 1881 at all, 
and the under-lessee, so far as the Act of 1881 is concerned, can obtain no 
relief. It was, I presume, considered a hardship on the under-lessee, 
when he is not a party to any breach of covenant by the lessee (his lessor), 
and, if under-lessee of a part of the property, when he has done all that 
his lessor ought to have done, that he should be deprived of his 
property by reason of a forfeiture incurred by his lessor. Accordingly, 
section 4 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, gave power to the 
court to tect under-lessees on forfeiture by their superior lessees. 
[His loi ip read that section, aud proceeded:] Section 1 of this Act 
said the Act was to be read as one with the Conveyancing Acts, 1881 and 
1882. Mr. Duke’s contention is that the effect of this is that the exclu- 
sion from section 14 of the Act of 1881 of breach of covenant from 
witkout consent is incorporated with section 4 of the Act of 
1892, and that the under-lessee in respect of such covenants is in the 
same position as the lessee—that, in effect, all the Act of 1892 does is to 
place the under-lessee in the eame position as the lessee, and that neither 
can get any relief in respect of such covenants. 1 was at first very much 
attracted by this argument, but on consideration I do not think that the 
Acts of Parliament in question can be so construed, when the very general 
words of section 4 are carefully regarded. Sub-section 6 of section 14 of 
Act of 1881 applies to lessees, and lessees only. Section 4 of the Act 
of 1892 is dealing with under-lessees, different P nace with different 
interests; and unless there are clear words indicating that the same 
restriction was to be imposed upon them as upon lessees under the earlier 
Act, I should be unwilling to imply it. Indeed, it seems to me that there 
different treatment. There is a privity between lessor 
which does not in ordinary cases exist between lessee and an 
lessee ; the one would have express notice, while the other might 
have no notice of the covenant not to assign, which he was breaking. 
If we were to read into the Act of 1881 section 4 of the Act of 1892, it 
would be convenient to place section 4 of the later Act after section 14 of 
the former Act, and I do not see how the restrictions contained in sub- 
section 14 could be carried on to and imported into section 4 
as I have suggested. In direct antithesis to the limitation con- 
in sub-section 6 of section 14 we are met by the very general words 
‘ where a lessor is proceeding by action or otherwise to enforce a right of 
forfeiture under any covenant, proviso, or stipulation in a 
urged by Mr. Duke that in thus construing the Act we 
were placing the under-lessee in a better position than the lessee. This 
matter is so well dealt with by Charles, J., in The Wardens of Cholmeley 
School v. Sewell (1894, 2 Q. B. 906, at p. 911), that I shall venture to read 
from . [His lordship read that page, and continued :] I 
come, therefore, to the conclusion that the court has clearly jurisdiction. 


F 
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: 


Assuming the jurisdiction, ought relief to be granted to the under-lessee 
in this case? It is a relief which ht to be given with caution and 
It is It not be given to the lessee. It 





the under-leasee ought to be in a position to prove that he is blameless and 
exercised all those precautions which a reasonable, ceutious, and careful 
person would use. Here the under-lessee became assignee of a term of 
twenty-one years less twenty-one days, with a covenant not to assign 
without consent, and he was about to spend £500 on the property. This 
ought to have put him on inquiry. Patman v. Har. (29 W. R. 707, 17 
Ch. D. 353). Mr. Buckmaster admits fiat the under-lessee had construc- 
tive notice of a defect in the title. If the under-lessee had investigated 
the title he would have found the restrictive covenant, and then would 
not have spent his money without obtaining the necessary consent. What 
has happened arises from the neglect of the under-lessee ; and in these 
circumstances I do not think we ought to grant him the relief he asks. 
The granting this relief is a matter of discretion. The appeal is dismissed. 
Riasy, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said that he came to the 
conclusion that section 4 of the Act of 1892 was intended to be a liberal 
section, and parallel with section 14 of the Act of 1881, and was intended 
to give the court a discretion. It was the duty of the court to consider | 


most carefully the effect of previous legislation, and it ought not indirectly ) 


to do away with what was the clear intention of the Act of 1881. Appeal 
dismissed.—CounseLt, Buckmaster; H. E. Duke; T. W. Chitty. Soxtct- 
tors, Harris § Chetham ; Gush, Phillips, Walters, § Williams; Morten, 
Outler, § Co. 

(Reported by W. Suattoross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Re HUNTER, HOOD v. ATTORNEY-GENERAL, No. 2. 2ist May. 


Cuanrry—Witi—Construcrion—Girt to Purcuases Apvowsons—VALID 
CHariTasLe Girt—GsneraL CHARITABLE INTENTION. 


Appeal from a decision of Romer, J. (reported ante, p. 334, and 45 
W. R. 344). The learned judge had held that the will of one Edward 
Hunter contained no valid charitable gift, and the Attorney-General 
appealed. 

PTE Covrt (Linp.ey, Lorzs. and Ricny, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Liypiey, L.J., said: Having studied the will with some care, and 
having heard the comments made upon it, I cannot take the same view as 
was taken by Romer, J. Nodoubt the case isa curious one. The will is 
that of a gentleman named Edward Hunter, who, it appears, intended to 
devote a considerable proportioa of his property to the advancement of 
religion, as he understood the word, and in particular of that form of the 
Protestant religion which he preferred, and which is known as Evangelical. 
Tread his will in this way. He gives his residuary estate to his wife for 
her life, and then to trustees upon trust to devote the halves thereof, one 
to his brother-in-law, and ove to his sister, for their respective lives ; and 
then, upon the death of either of them, the sister or brother-in-law, his 
or her moiety of the residue is to pass from the testator’s general trustees 
to vial trustees. That is the first thing. Then he says what the 
special trustees are to do with it. It is “‘to be held and applied by them 
upon the trusts and in manner following.’’ That is significant, because 
it shews that they are not to do what they like with it. Then he goes 
on: ‘* The special trustees may retain or invest such part of my residuary 
estate as shall come to or devolve upon them’”’ upon certain securities, 
‘and they may apply the income or any portion of the capital in grants 
(a) for or towards the purchase of advowsons or presentations.’’ There is 
nothing there to let in the doctrine of Morice v. Bishop of Durham (10 Ves. 
522). ‘* Or (5) in creating or contributing to the erection, improvement, 
or endowment of churches, chapels, or schools; or (c) in paying or con- 
tributing to the salaries or income of rectors, vicars, or incumbents, 
masters or teachers, but upon the following conditions.”” Pausing there, 
I should myself, I confess, read that as that they are to apply 
the income in any of those ways ‘‘upon the following conditions.” 
When we come to spell out the following conditions, we find that 
the words upon the following conditions can hardly be applied, if they are 
to be construed strictly, with reference the first of the objects. 
But, although in stating the first of the objects for which 
the residue is to be held, neither churches, chapels, nor schools are 
mentioned, yet the very use of the word ‘‘advowsons” clearly 
points to churches or chapels. An advowson is only the right of presen- 
tation toachurch. Although youcannot say that in describing that first 
object the testator has the word ‘‘ churches,’’ it is not unimport- 
ant to observe that he has used a word which has no sense except with 
reference toa church. I do not say that the words are quite fitting; but 
you can see what the testator meant. The first condition is: ‘‘ That only 
such churches or chapels shall be subscribed or contributed to wherein 
the service shall, in the opinion of the trustees, be conducted upon 
pure Protestant and Church of Eng’ principles, by which I mean the 

ciples of the Church of England as held and inculcated by those of 

er divines, clergy, and members who are distinguished as Evangelical and 
loyal to the work and fruits of the Reformation, and as holding doctrines 
free from all Popish or Roman Catholic tendency, and opposed thereto.” 
The second is this: ‘* That only such schools shall be subscribed or con- 
tributed to wherein true Protestant and Church of England principles are 
distinctly taught and inculcated, with preference to those established for 
children of the poorer classes.”” It is plain from this that the testator 
meant that the churches, chapels, and schools to be assisted were to be 
Church of England churches, chapels, and schools, and were to be so 
chosen as to aid in the development of E doctrines as distin- 
guished from all others. The third condition is this: ‘‘That only such 
masters and teachers receive grants who best shew forth by their teaching 
and example true Protestant and Church of England principles.’’ That 
expresses the same idea. The fourth provides that no payment 

shall be made to any rector, vicar, or incumbent except upon certain con- 
ditions ; and then comes this declaration: ‘‘And I dec that if the 


ye ee had, Before asking for it | special trustees shall find or consider that any rector, vicar, or incum~ 
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bent, master or teacher, shall preach, teach, ish, inculcate, 
adopt, oF follow any docrins or practices which call to or at 
with true Protestant and Church of England he or 
she shall be disqualified from receiving any t under this 
my will.” That, of course, does not in terms — fit the case 
of a person already presented to a benefice; t obviously it 
is meant that the trustees are to look out for a person who complies 
with the conditions, and to present him. The testator : “and 
it my wish that as much as ble of my residuary estate shall be 
ae le and available for ad tion by special trustees in manner 
oresaid, I declare that all my debts, funeral and tary expenses, 
and the duty on all legacies under this my will or any codicil not payable 
by the legatees, shall be raised and paid out of such parts of my residuary 
estate as are not legally applicable to charitable purposes to the exonera- 
tion of the residue thereof, and that no part of my residuary estate which 
shall be so legally applicable shall be invested or dealt with so as to 
make the same ro or unavailable for these purposes.”” Then he 
appoints as special trustees five gentlemen, clergymen of the Church of 
England, all of whom died in his lifetime, and directs that, if they 
shall decline to act as such trustees, special trustees shall be nominated, 
who, he is sure, will select men who may be fit to satisfy the requirements 
of the will. Lastly: ‘‘I declare that on the death of each of them, my 
said sister and brother-in-law, so much of the moiety in which she or he 
shall have had a life interest as aforesaid as shall not be | applicable 
to charitable purposes shall be held by my general trustees time 
”” upon certain trusts. It appears to me almost im le to read 
that will and see what the testator has said, and not come to the conclu- 
sion that he has expressed an intention to devote his residuary estate to 
purposes which by the law of this court are termed charitable. He has not 
said in so many words that the property, the tal and income of which 
may be — for or towards the purchase of advowsons or presentations, 
is to be held upon any particular trusts; but the question is whether you 
cannot get that out of his will. Suppose the trustees were about to apply 
part of the residuary estate in the purchase of advowsons for the = 
of appointing a clergyman of the Church of England of a ri 
tendency, would not that be a flagrant breach of trust? In my j t 
it would, and I think the Attorney-General could get an inj to 
stop it. I cannot come to the conclusion that, merely because the words 
do not exactly fit, there is an intestacy here. The testator has dedicated 
this residuary estate to the pa of charity. That rid of the 
point which might and would if we came to the conclusion that the 
first of these clauses was not a good charitable ition—viz., whether 
the gift here would be void if it were not charitable. I think there isa 
deal in Mr. Ingle Joyce’s suggestion that the gift is so definite that 
even if not charitable it would be good. I say no more about that point 
now. It will be very deserving of consideration when it ariees in any case 
so as to require decision. It does not really arise here. I think the 
appeal must be allowed. 

Lopzs and Ricry, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the like effect.—Coun- 
sEL, Sir Richard Webster, A.G., Ingle Joyce, and Dibdin; Levett, Q.0., and 
G. P. C. Lawrence; W. C. Druce. Souscrrors, Hare $ Co.; West, King, 
Adams, § Co. ; Hollams ¢ Co. 

[Reported by R. C. Macxuyzisz, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSEL AND LEATHLEY’S CONTRACT. 
North, J. 20th May. 


Venvor AND Purcuasen—Titte Dzeps Reiatine atso To Porscres— 
Vzenpor AND Purcuasgr Act, 1874. 


This was a summons taken out under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, by the purchaser of certain building land at the East End of London. 
The property was sold by auction on the 16th of July, 1896, for £4,500. 
The memorandum was duly si . An abstract of title was delivered, 


and in answer to the usual requisition what deeds will be handed over to | Proper 


the purchaser upon completion, the vendor’s solicitors replied ‘‘ all.” 
Upon completion, however, the vendor refused to give up a mortgage deed 
which related to no other real property, but which included policies for 
£3,000 upon the life of the mortgagor. The vendor sold under a power 
contained in this mortgage deed, which was dated the 13th of December, 
1885. The purchase was completed without prejudice to the question of 
who was entitled to this deed, and this summons was taken out to deter- 
mine the point. For the purchaser it was said that in the absence of a 
special condition the vendor was bound to give up the deed to the pur- 
chaser, and that section 2 of the Vendor and Pure Act, 1874, altered 
the law previously existing. Before that Act, whether a vendor who solid 
part of his land was entitled to retain the title deeds, d upon the 
question of value. The Vendor and Purchaser Act, it was said, dealt only 
with land, as was proved by the title of the Act and the preamble. If 
policies only had been sold the Act would have no applicatice. ‘I'he pur- 
chaser had a legal right to the title deeds; which passed with the freehold 
(Harrington v. Price, 3 B. & Ad. 170); but there was no such doctrine as 
to personal property, for choses in action were not assignable until after the 
Judicature Act. For the vendor it was said thata lideral construction 
should be placed upon the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, as it was an 
enabling statute, and that the word ‘‘ estate’? was not limited to land. 
For this Stroud’s Judicial Dictionary was cited. 

Noxtu, J.—I think that the case is clear. The vendor exercises a power 
of sale in a mortgage deed, and the abstract of title miakes no 
the fact that are included in the mortgage. The answers to the 
requisitions said that all the abstracted deeds would be given up. At the 





THE HESTON AND ISLEWORTH URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL v. 
GROUT. North, J. 2ist May. 

Pustic Hearts Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), ss. 150, 151, 257—Parvars 
Srrzeets Improvement menses Act, } (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 57), 
ss. 25, 34—Errecr or Aportion or Acr. 

This was a summons by the plaintiffs, who asked fora declaration that 
under and by virtue of section 257 of the Public Health Act, 1875, the 


enforced by sale, and for the a a ver. 
the sanitary authority for the took steps to sewer a and 
after obtain: estimate gave the defendant notice requiring to 


On the 27th of June, 1896, the Private Stree 
was adopted. The defendant said that the 
new Act was to make fresh notice necessary, and that the notice — 
under the Public Health Act, 1875, had been abandoned. The Act of 1892 
SO A ae ae procedure, but also altered the rights of 
the parties. 


$ 
EA 
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owner of the premises 
months oo ie OS > ae 
works. plaintiffs, under section 151, had auth 
but they did not commence the works until 1895. 
wotice Rad Donn aban Gest, Si We ere ee 
no idea of abandoning works. They no money in hand, being 
unwilling to execute the works out of the rates, proposed to raise the 


were got over, and the work was done in October, 
as the nee ee ee pass, and the sanction of the Local 
Government was given in November, 1894. On the 27th of June, 
1894, the Act of 1892 was into force upon the Ist 
August. The next question is, was the 

that date? Was section 150 of the Public Health Act, oe 
the Act of 1892? By wets eee ee 

Here proceedings had been taken under the Public 
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Ribton. Souxtscrrons, H. R. Peake ; Woodbridge § Sons. 
[Reported by G. B. Hamitrox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


EXCHANGE TELEGRAPH CO. v. THE CENTRAL NEWS (LIM.). 
Stirling, J. 6th April, 19th May. 
Acrion—Insuncrion—Exctivsivs Inrormation—Ricut or Prorzrty, 
er ee the ——— to restrain the na tp te, from 

ro ormation as horse races collected plain- 
tills and coumontented by thems to their subscribers and from communi- 


For about a year previous to November, 1896, the officers of the plaintiff 
company had suspected that their information was copied by 


ews. se res i peanathe Daa anal’ of aie 
of | chester, and in three instances the plaintiffs results of certain 
races, which, either by accidpnt or were in some respects 


erroneous, and immediately afterwards 
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Spe picket by the plaintiffs were repeated in the information pub- 
by the Central News, as also were the plaintiffs’ corrections. On 
the 3rd of December, 1896, the plaintiffs issued their writ against the 
Central News, and a motion for an injunction was made. On the motion 
the witnesses for the Central News by their affidavits stated that the 
information issued by them during the Manchester meeting had been 
received by them in the ordinary course of business from the Column 
Printing Syndicate. The writ was then amended, and a statement of 
claim issued alleging that both the defendants or one or other of them 
the information without the consent of the plaintiffs. 
inc, J., after holding that on the evidence the plaintiffs had 
that the communications made to their subscribers were the 
result of labour paid and employed by them, and that these communi- 
cations had been acquired by the defendants, the Column Printing Syn- 
dicate, from subscribers of the plaintiffs without the consent of the plain- 
tiffs, continued: It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the 
case was governed by the Exchange Telegraph Co. v. Gregory (1896, 1 Q. B. 
147; 44 W. R. Dig. 44). In that case the defendant, who was not a 
subscriber to the plaintiff company, induced a person who was to com- 
municate to him information communicated by the Stock Exchange to, 
and paid for by the plaintiff company. An injunction was granted 
that. It was sought to distinguish the present case, on the ground 
that in that case the information had never become public. It was col- 
lected by the committee of the Stock Exchange for their own purposes and 
sold to the plaintiffs, and was never in any sense published till it came to 
their subscribers, whereas in the present case the information had become 
to all the world at Manchester, and there could be no property in 
t. Now, though the information was known to a large number of persons 
it was not known to the whole world. The plaintiffs acquired this infor- 
mation by the expenditure of time and money, and it was valuable pro- 
perty in this sense, that persons to whom it was not known were willing 
to pay to acquireit. The plaintiffs were at liberty to communicate their 
information to their subscribers upon such conditions as they thought fit, 
and a subscriber who communicated the information to a third person 
contrary to those conditions would commit a breach of contract, and 
might be restrained by injunction, and, according to the decision in the 
Exchange Telegraph Co. v. Gregory, the third party who induced a sub- 
so to break his contract could also be restrained by injunction.— 
Ccunse., McCall, Q.0., and Shearman ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Rufus 
Teaacs ; E.C. Macnaghten. Souscrrors, Nicholson § Crouch ; Smith § Gofton. 


{Reported by J. I. Sriziixc, Barrister-at-Law.) 


JENKS v. DITTON. Stirling, J. 21st May. 


Pracrice—Wirness A Prisonern—Warrir or Hasgas Corrpus—OrpDER on 
Governor or Prison. 


This was an application in the above action for an order to produce a 
witness in the action who was in prison under an order directing a writ of 
attachment to issue against him. In the Annual Practice for 1897, at p. 
727, it is stated that an order for a habeas corpus ad testificandum to bring 
up a prisoner in custody on civil process is obtained in the Chancery 
Division on motion or petition of course. In Seton, however, at p. 94, 
there is the following note: “In order to bring up a witness who is in 
prison, it is not the proper course to move for a writ of habeas corpus, but 
the visiting justices require an order on the governor of the prison, who 
will comply with it.” A form of order is given at p. 89 of Seton. It 
was, however, suggested that if the form in Seton were followed there 
_ be a difficulty in drawing up the order, as it would be impossible at 

period to know the exact date of the trial. 

Sriniinxa, J., directed an order according to form 5 at p. 89 of Seton, 
such order not to be given out till the probable date of the trial was 
ascertained and then the date to be filled in by the registrar.—Counszt, 
P. 8. Stokes. Soxictron, J. Amery Parkes. 


[Reported by J. I. Srratixe, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 

THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL AND THE NEWCASTLE BREWERIES 
(LIM.) ». THE MAYOR, &c., OF TYNEMOUTH. Div. Court. 20th 
May. 

Momictrpau. Conroration—Curer Constante—Costs or Oprosinc ALzE- 
Hovss Lacances on Arrgzat—Boroven Rates—Resoitvution or Warcu 
ComMiITTEZ. 


This was a special case stated for the opinion of the High Court, pur- 
suant to an order of Master Archibald. The plaintiffs claimed (1) a 
declaration that any agreement by the defendant corporation to indemnify 
the chief constable against costs incurred by him in connection with 

from the borough justices to quarter sessions, and any 

payment pursuant thereto of such costs by the corporation, is ultra vires 
void ; and (2) an injunction restraining the defendants from making 

or on such agreement or from making any such payment. The 
the Newcastle Breweries (Limited), are ratepayers in the 

of Tynemouth, and as such are interested in the application of 
borough funds. The defendants are the corporation of the borough of 
Tynemouth. Ata ing of the watch committee of the council of the 
ssid corporation, held on the 13th of August, 1895, a resolution was 
passed authorizing the chief constable to obtain legal assistance at the 
Brewster Sessions. A similar resolution was passed by the council 

on the 21st of August, 1895. At the Brewster Sessions, on the 23rd of 
1895, the chief constable raised objections to the renewal of 
alehouse or full licences held by persons in respect of premises 








situate in the borough, and after the objections the justices at 
such sessions refueed to renew the licences. The hol of the 
licences gave notice of appeal from such refusal to the quarter sessions. 
On the 27th of September, 1895, at a meeting of the watch committee, it 
was resolved: ‘‘ That the opinion of counsel be obtained whether the 
watch committee or the council have power to authorize the chief con- 
stable to act as dent in the several licensing appeals, and also if the 
chief constable should be ordered by the Court of Quarter Sessions to pay 
his own costs or the appellants’ costs in any of the cases, whether the 
council have power to pay out of the borough fund or borough rates the 
costs which he may be ordered to bear or pay.’”’ On the 10th of October, 
1895, at a meeting of the watch committee, the opinion of counsel having 
been submitted to them, the motion that the council be asked to authorize 
the chief constable to act as respondent in the licensing appeals, and to 
indemnify him against any costs which he ‘might have to pay, was 
declared lost, as also was a motion that permission be given to the chief 
constable to take his witnesses to the quarter sessions on the appeals. On 
the 15th of October, 1895, at a meeting of the council of the corporation, it 
was resolved: ‘‘ That the chief constable, who is the respondent in the 
licensing appeals from the decisions of the borough justices, be authorized 
to oppose such appeals, and that the council agree to indemnify him 
against any costs which he may have to bear or pay in connection with the 
appeals as such respondent.” On the hearing of the said appeals the 
chief constable appeared by counsel and op the said appeals, and the 
appeals were dismissed with costs. The costs incurred by the chief 
constable exceeded the amount of the costs he recovered from the appel- 
lants by the sum of £132 5s. On the 19th of November, 1895, at a 
meeting of the watch committee it was resolved that such amount be 
paid. e question for the opinion of the court was whether the said 
resolution of the council or agreement by the corporation to indemnify 
the chief constable against the said costs was ultra vives, and if any payment 
pursuant thereto or any payment of the said costs by the defendant cor- 
poration pursuant to the direction of the watch committee would be ultra 
viresand void. For the plaintiffs it was contended that rates could not be 
applied as desired, and that the resolution of the old watch committee 
could not be defeated by the subsequent resolution of a new watch com- 
mittee. For the defendant it was contended that the chief constable, 
having raised an objection in the first instance, was bound to appear as 
respondent on the hearing of the appeal, and that he was the right 
person so to appear, and further, that the watch committee had power 
to direct that the chief constable should be paid his costs. The following 
cases were cited during the arguments: Reg. v. Justices of Exeter (29 W.R. 
441, 6 Q. B. D. 135), and Price v..James (41 W. R. 57; 1892, 2 
Q. B. 428). 

Tue Court (Grantuam and Wraicut, JJ.), in giving judgment for the 
plaintiffs, were of opinion that un circumstances they ought not to 
sanction the payment of the chief constable’s e by the council out 
of the borough rates. The resolution of the council on the 15th of 
October to indemnify the chief constable was not enough to sanction the 
proposed payment, which in this case was a very heavy one, £132 being 
the amount of diture over and above the costs allowed on taxation. // 
There was no sanction here of such payment by the watch committee. 
It might be tha atch ittee, with th val of the 
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is court would not now All they wll decide 

hat the sanction of the newly-elected committee on 
November 19 could not upset the decision of the ag aman Pa 8 watch 
committee, and that, under the circumstances, the borough funds ought 
not to be applied in the mauner proposed. Judgment for plaintiffs, and 
injunction granted.—So.icrrors, Patersons, Snow, Bloxam, ¢ Kinder, for 
Ranson, Nelson, § Mesnard, Sunderland; Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, ¢ 
Barham, for H. A. Adamson, Town Clerk, Tynemouth. 

[Reported by E. G. Sr1ruwewt, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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FULHAM VESTRY (Appellants) ». THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL 
(Respondents). Div Court. 24th May. 
Nvursance—Pvusiic HeattH—Fov.t Smet emitrep rrom A Main Szewer— 
Pustic Nursance—Jvstices Rervsat to Hear Summons—Pvstuic 
Hearn (Lonpon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vier. c. 76); s. 2, (1) (n). 


This was an appeal from the decision of certain justices of Kensington, 
who had dismissed a summons taken out by the Fulham Vestry, who 
——- that, owing to the manner in which the main sewer was venti- 
lated, foul and noxious gases were emitted causing a nuisance, which was 
dangerous to health. The sewer in question formed part of the main 
drainage system of London. The ap ts contended that the nuisance 
came within section 2 (i), (5) of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, 
from a “‘ water course” or ‘‘ drain.’? When the case came on for 
hearing the London County Council took the objection that the Act of 
1891 dealt with “‘ drains” as distinguished from ‘‘ sewers,’’ and this 
a “‘sewer’’ and not a “‘drain,’’ the justices has no jurisdiction. 
The question for the decision of this court was whether the justices were 
right in taking the view put forward by the London County Council, that 
summary p could not be taken against them as a public body 
by a local authority, and that if the local authority complained of any act 
of the county council they could only proceed against them by way of 
indictment or mandamus 


Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Day, J., in giving judgment, said he was clearly of opinion that the 
justices were right in declining jurisdiction. The section uuder which 
the proceedings were taken did not refer to nuisances arising from defects 
in the main sewers of London, which were vested in the county council. 
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The words of the section were peculiarly applicable to nuisances arising 
from a private source—from the acts of owners of as distin- 

ed from acts which might be caused by the misconstruction of great 
public works entrusted to the county council. It might be that the 
county council had made these particu'ar drains badly, and assuming that 


were so, the remedy of the public was by information, or other pro- | T 


ceedings than by summons. It was a question which it was never 
intended should be decided by a couple of justices sitting in petty 


sessions. The council were entitled to have this question tried at law by | Sir 


a judge and jary; that was the only tribunal which was compotent to 
decide whether a main sewer was rightly or wrongly constructed. The 
magistrates had power to decide in matters whére the cause of complaint 
arose from a private nuisance, but were not entitled to decide questi_ns 
relating to nuisances of a public character. 

Lawrance, J., concurred. In his opinion the word “‘ sewer ’’ had been 
left out of the section to shew that the magistrates had under the Act 
nothing to do with public matters. Appeal dismissed.—Counsst, Danck- 
werts ; Bosanquet, Q.O0., and Horace Avory. Soutcrrors, Blanco White; W. 
4. Blaz‘and. 

[Reported by Easxtxe Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PIEARS v. LOVATT. Div. Court. 25th May. 


Emptoyers’ Lianmiry—Pracrice—Notice or Ixzgury—Unrecisterep 
Letrer—Empioyers’ Lianmiry Act, 1880 (43 & 48 Vicr. c. 42), 
8. 7. 


This was an appeal from a county court in an action under the 
ae Liability Act, 1880. The action was brought to recover com- 
og m for injuries sustained by the plaintiff on the 10th of August, 
896. A letter containing the notice required by section 4 of the Act was 


posted to the defendant on the 2ist of September. The letter was not 


7 Tegistered. At the trial of the action the objection was taken that no 


notice under section 4 had been sent within six weeks of the accident, or 
in the alternative that such notice as was cent was not sent by registered 
post. The defendant had given no not a statutory defence. It 
—- tl é notice sen no’ e ndant. 

he county court judge non-suited the plaintiff. Section 7 of the Act 
deals with the mode of serving notice of injury, and provides (inter alia) as 
follows : ‘‘ The notice may also be served by post by a registered letter 
addressed to the person on whom it is to be served at his last known place 
of residence or place of business; and, if served by post, shall be deemed 
to have been served at the time when a letter containing the same would 
be delivered in the ordinary course of post ; and, in proving the service of 
such notice, it shall be sufficient to prove that the notice was properly 
addressed and registered.”” Previdi v. Gatti (58 L. T. 762) was cited on 
behalf of the plaintiff, and it was contended that proof of the of 
the notice to the defendant’s last known place of business was all that was 
required. On behalf of the defendant it was contended that if in prefer- 
ence to personal service a letter was posted, it ought to be proved either 
that the letter wasa registered letter or that it — reached the 
defendant. Tm Sh Gi 

Tue Court (Day and Wnricnr, JJ.) ordered ew tr'al.—Counsai, 
Ruegg, Q.C., and John O'Connor ; Clavell Salter. Boricrtons, Thomson § Co. ; 
Maskali § Co. 

[Reported by C. G. Wi-srauam, Barrister-at-Law.)} 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re GINGER. Ex parte THE LONDON AND UNIVERSAL BANK (LIM.) 


Vaughan Wil'iams and Wright, JJ. 24th May. 


Banxrvetcr—Brn. or Sate—Rervrep Ownersuip—Banxervurtcy Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 44 (iii) Bis or Saur Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vicr. c. 43), ss. 7 anv 15. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of his Honour Sir A. G. Marten, 
Q.0., in the county court at Luton (reported ante p. 13), that 
the comprised in two bills of sale, or either of them, on the - 
rupt’s farm, in his trade or business, at the commencement of the 
bankruptcy (9th of April, 1896) were in his possession, order, and 
disposition by the consent and permission of the true owner under such 
circumstances that he was the reputed owner thereof, and consequently 
— to the trustee in the bankruptcy and not to the grantee of the 

of sale. The bankrupt, who was a farmer, of Slapton, in 
Buckinghamshire, granted the first of the two bills of eale to the a ts, 
The London and Universal Bank (Limited), upon the 28th of February, 
1896. This bill of sale was given to secure a loan of £500 and interest at 
pa cent., repayable ‘‘ £75 for interest on the 28th of May then next, 
the principal sum of £500, together with the interest due, on 

the 28th of August, 1896." The schedule annexed to this bill of eale 
contained, amongst other —- the debtor's household ture, and 
also the cattle, poultry, and fixtures used in his as a dai 
farmer. The second bill of sale was dated the 20th of March, 1896, 
was given to secure a loan of £200 and interest at 60 per cent., repayable, 
both principal and interest, ‘‘on the 20th of June then next.” The 
schedule to this bill of sale contained certain cattle on the farm, 300 
acres of grass, the crops of seventy acres of arable 
right, goodwill, and valuation of the farm. sale 

| the usual proviso that the grantee was not to be entitled to seize or take 

| possession of the chattels contained in the schedules for any other cause 
than those specified in section 7 of Bills 
Act, 1882. Upon the 8th of April, 1896, the debtor committed an act 
of bye A by not complying with the 
eerved upon him on the lst of April. A petition 











him upon the 9th of April, a receiving order was made on the 
April, aud the official receiver took possession of the farm on the 
April, all the chattels contained in the schedules to 

remaining in the debtor’s 
bankrupt was sold and 
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ington. Soxicrrons, Gibson, 
Usher, ¢ Co. ; Leslie $ Hardy, for Henry Pettit, Leighton Buzzard. 
(Reported by P. M. Faancxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 





LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
VICTORIA PENSION FUND. 
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Evans, Foster, & , 2, Gray’s-inn-square . 0 
Hubbard, Son, & Eve, 110, Cannon-street, K.0. . 21 0 
& Ludlow, Birmingham . . . ° « ‘ 010 6 
F Dutton, 112, Gresham House, Old Broad-street 5 0 
Thomas Marshall, Leeds . ° ° ‘ ° > . ae oS 
W. Arnold Hepburn, Leathersellers’ Hall, St. Helen's-place, serie 
John Sewell, Carlisle. pice ta At aegis 110 
Sydney Cozens-Hardy, Norwich . . «. . 5 5 0 
G. M. Footner, Romsey . aes . ° . . . 2 
OC. W. Inman, 29, Ludgate-hill, E.C. . . . « < 2. 
d L. Foster (per J. H. B. Pinchard), Wella. . . 1210 
8. F. Miller, Vardon, & Millers, 12, Savile-row, W. : ‘ 6 5 0 
Arthur Tyler,5, Olement’s-inn, W.C. . . . . +. 220 
Fredk. Wm. Yeates, 23, Surrey-street, Victoria Embaukment. 26 5 0 
Walter E. Hart, 27, Chancery-lane . ° : ‘ : ° ee ee 
£5,785 11 0 

SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

ANNIversaRy Festiva. 

The thirty-eeventh anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
tion was held on Monday at the Hotel Cecil, Sir Jonn B. Moxcxrox 
(Town Clerk of London) taking the chair. About 100 were present, 


whom were the Hon. 


Mr. 'T. Skewes-Cox, 
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Goulding, M.P., Mr. J. Addison (president of the Incorporated Law 
Society), Mr. G. Winch (president of the Kent Law Society), Mr. R. T. 

m (president of the South Durham and North Yorks Law Society), 
Mr. Thomas Eggar (president of the Sussex Law Society), Mr. 8. Cart- 
mell (president of the Carlisle Law Society), Mr. E. C. Peele (president of 
the Shropshire Law Society), Mr. Alfred Pope (president of the Dorset- 
shire Law Society), Mr. C. R. Wade-Gery (president of the Cambridge- 
shire Law So:iety), Mr. H. Morten Cotton (deputy-chairman of the Board 
of Directors), Mr. Henry Attlee, Mr. R. B. Attlee, Mr. Sidney Smith, Mr. 
T. H. D. Berridge, Mr. Walter Dowson, Mr. Thomas Rawle, Mr. B. F. 
Hawksley, Mr. R. W. Tweedie, Mr. L. Tweedie, Mr. P. de L. Long, Mr. 
T. H. Stephens, Mr. J. E. Stephenson, Mr. Grantham R. Dodd, Mr. L. H. 
Shadbolt, Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. W. Mourilyan, Mr. Lionel Clarke, Mr. 
John Shaw, Mr. A. S. P. White-Cooper, Mr. L. W. Webster, Mr. W. 
—— Mr. H. E. Farnfield, Mr. J. A. Farnfield, Mr. G. R. Burn, Mr. 
RB. W. Burn, Mr. T. J. Pitfield, Mr. G. B. Wincb, Mr. J. V. N. Plumptre, 
Mr. A. E. Payne, Mr. P. E. Pilditch, Mr. H. Tyrrell, Mr. J. A. Collins, 
Mr. A. Neileon, Mr. John Farrer, Mr. T. Harley Jones, Mr. W. T. 
Thwaites, Mr. C. Penny, Mr. W. H. Thomas, Mr. G. A. Fisher, Mr. 
H. A. P. Genge, Mr. V. H. Low, Mr. F. L. Sutton, Mr. P. J. Sutton, 
Mr. B. F. Browne, Mr. T. H: Bower, Mr. Fred Cooper, Mr. H. A. Roberts, 
Mr. W. Wilde, Mr. L. F. Cotton, Mr. M. H. Cotton, Mr. A. S. Massey, 
Mr. J. A. Harris, Mr. R. W. Dibdin, Mr. A. J. E. Newton, Mr. F. A 
Stone, Mr. E. E. Robb, Mr. H. H. Welle, Mr. A. M. M. Forbes, Mr. 
A. F. W. Stephens, Mr. H. Woodward, Mr. H. M. Cadman Jones, and 
Mr. C. Johnstone. 

The Cuareman, in proposing the health of ‘‘ The Queen,”’ observed that 
on this 24th day of May in this most notable year they would still take 
for their watchwords, ‘‘ loyalty and benevolence.”” Our gracious Queen 
had inculcated benevolence upon us all in the manner of celebrating her 
diamond jubilee. They would not be slow, he was perfectly sure, to 
— in the direction of benevolence and as regarded loyalty, loyalty 
an _ both began with an ‘‘1,’’ and lawyers had been always famed for 

The - been duly honoured, 

The Cxatrnman submitted the health of ‘‘The Prince of Wales, the 
Princess of Wales, and other members of the Royal Family,’’ referring 
to the many duties performed by the Prince of Wales. He thought there 
‘wasa great deal in the statement that was sometimes made that His Royal 

was one of the hardest-worked men in the kingdom. Whether 
one looked here or there amongst the princes or princesses of the Royal 
Family, one found them always exerting themselves to do something for 
the of the people. 

Cuatrman next gave the toast, ‘‘ The Bench and the Bar,”’ an un- 
toast in an assembly of lawyers. Were it not for the Bench there 
not probably be a very enthusiastic Bar, and certainly were it not 
for the Bar there could hardly be the able and admirable Bench which 
everybody in England was proud of. If he were to talk for a week he did 
not think he could improve upon that statement. He was not much given 
to devious oratory, but he should like to say they had the infinite pleasure 
to-night of having with them one of her Majesty’s judges whom they, in 
the metropolis at any rate, wery much honoured, very much venerated 
asa judge, and whom the very much liked, very much esteemed, 
and very much cted when he was at the Bar. He was made of good 
old stuff, a old English gentleman and sportsman. Mr, Bucknill, 
also, whom he (the Chairman) would ask to respond to the Bar, was like- 
rtsman, and whether he was on the back of his horse or the 

back of his bike he was always well to the front. 

The Hon. Mr. Justice Lawrancs, in returning thanks for the Bench, said 
it was a matter of gratification for the Bench to know that they met with 
the approval of a gathering such as the present, the members of which 
had powers of discrimination in regard to their efforts and their 
failings than the ordinary public. He could say, as regarded hig brother 
judges, that he believed that generally speaking they had a tolerable wish 
to their duty, and he averred that the Bench was, notwithstanding 
things that were sometimes seen in the newspapers, tolerably popular 
with the public. But at all events he thought he might go a step further 


and say that he considered it was no part of the duty of a judge to make 
colon. atall. He thought that the less the‘public heard of a 


‘ —_ the less they saw of him, the better. It formed no 
part of a judge’s duty to bring himself more before the public than he was 
r) He believed it was the wish of the judges to do their duty, and 
he believed they carried out that desire to the satisfaction of the public 
atlarge. The position of a judge was not wy ape without its draw- 
. Every judge had to look back upon the day when he was a mem- 
ber of the Bar, and so was brought in close contact with the solicitor 
branch of the profession. That, he (Mr. Justice Lawrance) believed, was 
one of the great benefits of the legal system of this country. Every judge 
had to sit and listen to extremely long and sometimes extremely 
, and he knew of no position in which retribution came home to a 
man more fully than it did to the judge who, having made like dreary 
Sivensing bin he was himéelf at the Bar, knew that the who was 
him had nothing in the world to say, and who, if he did his 
duty, sat patiently listening because many times he had been called upon 
to occupy the same position himself. However, it was one of the great 


E 


. benefits of the legal system that the judges had been members of the Bar, 


and that they were thus brought into close contact with the members of 
the solicitor h of the profession. He thought the effect of that was 
a better system, a far better system as far as he could discover, than that 
enjoyed by any country in the world at the present moment. Even the 
system in America was not free from defects. He believed the judges all 
went out when the Administration went out, and a new set came in. The 
gaischief that such a system would produce in our own country he could 


not conceive. He could not imagine a better system than that existing in 
this country, in which there was a high minded and liberally educated pro- 
fession such as that of the solicitors, an independent and fearless Bar—by 
which he did not mean a pertinacious or a contumacious Bar, which was 
a very different matter—but an entirely independent Bar, and a Bench 
which was entirely free from any influences which might be —— to 
bear upon it, though it was not likely that any influences wo be 
brought to bear upon it. That was the foundation of our legal system, 
which be believed to be one of the best that had been conceived or carried 
to effect. 

Mr. T. T. Bucky, Q.C., M.P., responded for the Bar. He said that 
it was very good of his lordship to speak so kindly of the Bar, who were 
sometimes very troublesome, though they saw the judges looking very 
fatigued. The members of the Bar felt inclined to send up a note and say 
** Remember thyself.’”” They did not always do it, because they remem- 
bered that the judge was in the position of the foreman of a jury, and 
pd a judge 8 leg was not always the wisest thing. With regard to the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, the members of the Bar were only too 

leased to be their guests this evening at the festival of so excellent an 
Institution. There were amongst solicitors, as there were amongst bar- 
risters, those who had not known much of sunshine ; those who had, from 
no fault of theirs, been hard hit, just as there were amongst the barrister 
branch of the profession men, far more brilliant than others who had 
succeeded, it ht be, but who had come down from the universities with 
the highest honours, and had not succeeded in getting a brief. He had 
seen it, and he dared say there were members of the solicitor branch of 
the profession who had met with a similar fate—men who had toiled hard 
ond henowsehiee, but who did not seem to have hit the nail on the head. 
And for men who were in honourable want those who had succeeded would 
always strain every nerve and make every effort to assist them, just as the 
mem of the hoped the Barristers’ Benevolent Association would 
do for their needy brethren. Therefore there was a slight tinge of 
sadness in their ty, because they thought of those who might come 
to them for help. en he remembered that the Association was started 
in 1859, and that in the first year it = away £10, and that the year 
before last it distributed £4,000, and if solicitors were allowed to make 
any profit at all in years to come, when the Association attained. its 
jubilee they would be able to give away a very large sum of money. But 
things seemed to tend in the direction that they would not make any 
money, because no solicitor was able to make anything out of litigation 
nowadays, except now and then when he got a fat estate. When that 
they — put a little aside for such an institution as this, 


sorry. 

The Cuarnman ‘the toast ‘‘The Incorporated and other Law 
and Wales.”” He said that when, some thirty or 
forty years ago, he achieved what was then to him the great distinction of 
being admitted a solicitor, a still greater distinction appeared to him to be 
elected a member of the Incorporated Law Society, and as his practice 
went on it was a very convenient thing when little difficulties of a pro- 
fessional character occurred to be able to submit them to the arbitrament 
of the President of that Society. He could remember a great many 
honourable and learned presidents who had passed away, and he was 
uite sure the presidents of to-day fully bore out the promise of those of 
ys gone by. There were other law associations in the country, and of 
these the Kent Law Society, of which he had been a member, was very 
dear tohim. He associated with the toast the name of the President of 
the Incorporated Law Society and that of Mr. G. Winch, president of the 

Kent Law Society. 

Mr. Josgru Appison (president of the Incorporated Law Society) said: 
With regard to the chairman’s remarks as to the honour he considered it 
to be elected a member of the Inccrporated Law Society, he must confess 
himself a Conservative, but he was afraid he was a Pro, ve in one 
re t. He looked forward to the time when it would considered a 
dishonour for a solicitor not to belong to the society. He felt that repre- 
senting such a profession as that of the solicitor, numbering so many 
members, having entrusted to it such great and important matters, and 
the duty and responsibility of seeing that fitand proper persons — 
became members of that profession, and watc over as far as it co 
their interests as solicitors, the society required the support of the whole 
of ps ape a He had no doubt there were shortcomings in the way 
the ty performed its functions, and that they did not realize all that 
was expected of them. But that was no reason why the members of that 
large body the Council were su to represent should not take their 
part in looking after them and keeping them in order, which they could 

o by becoming members of the society. The difficulties of the Council 
were great. y could not do as much as they wished. They tried to 
do all they could, and he was quite sure the profession would give them 
due acknowledgment for this. It had been said that the society, in 
former years at any rate, seemed almost exclusively to represent London, 
but the Council were anxious that this should not be the case. The 
society had in ite ranks a nearly equal number of country solicitors 
whose assistance and mart was of the greatest value. And it 
was the endeavour of Council to draw the close rela’ 
that existed closer each year. The country law societies enab 
the Council to get the opinion of -the profession throughout the 
country in a way wi could not be done formerly, and the Council 
hoped that this goon increasingly. The great profession of the 
nsisting of solicitors, the Bar and the Bench, ought to deal with 
og subjects. He looked upon it as far too isolated. There had not 

that close touch between solicitors and the Bar and the Bench on 
subjects of importance common to them all. He was quite sure that if 





there had been a great evils would have been avoided. The profea- 
sion, if in any Wey ottempling to exert legislative influence, could from 
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its store of ence render the very services in 
reform and also in many measures which passed 
Commons, and itjcould only make its voice effective when . 
Bar, and , worked heartily together. He hoped the was not 
very far distant when measures of common interest, such as 8 affect - 
ing procedure, should be considered by some body upon which represen- 
tatives of the solicitors and Bar and the Bench should bo represented, 
should meet and offer one common opinion, which would carry the very 
greatest weight and be of the very greatest value. One subject he should 
like to mention. It was known that they of the Law had been 
collecting a fund they wished to call “‘The Victoria Penton Fand.” 
There was no more loyal body than the solicitors of the United Kingd om, 
and when they looked back on what had happened during her Ma 

, the marvellous changes and improvements which had taken place 
in Nee eee the administration of the law and also 
fessional status of solicitors and the Bar, they could not hel; 
it was a memorable reign, Knowing as they did that one = 
to her Majesty would be that thie great year of her reign sho 
signalized by charity and kindness from her richer to her poorer subjects, 
it was ho that this fund, which would be for ever associated with her 
name, would be one in some sense worthy to be called the Victoria Pension 
Fund. The Council pro that it should be administered by the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. It was therefore in no sense antagon- 
istic to the most valuable work the Association was carrying on. It was 
thought that in the hands of the Association it would be something tc 
remind not only this generation, but those who came after, of this gracious 


reign. 

Mr. Grorcr Wincu (president of the Kent Law Society), in respond- 
ing, expressed his belief that the more the law societies in the country 
were associated with the chief society in London so*much the more would 
the best interests of work jpampae wee be furthered. He, as president of his 
society, had been elected an extraordinary member of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, and he could speak of the eminent services 
performed by that society. The members of the Council were some of the 
most influential members of the pee with the ability to get through 
the large amount of business which came before them, There were some w 

ke of them asa set of antiquated persons, but if they could be present at 

eir mee they would come to a very different conclusion. He knew 
how Mr. A worked on behalf of the Victoria Pension Fand, 
and how he had written hundreds of letters to solicitors asking for assist- 
ance. He himself had written to every member of his own , and 
he urged the presidents of other societies to do the same. It would cheer 
the heart of Mr. Addison, and, what was of far more importance, it would 
cheer the heart of many a widow and orphan and would make indeed a 
time of rejoicing, a jubilee. a 

The Cuarrman proposed the toast of the evening, ‘‘The Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, and may prosperity continue to attend it.”” He 

said the association had gone on prospering year after year, and up to the 
present some £76,000 had been paid away to those who were deemed to 
require it. A quarter of a century since he had had the pleasure of being 
one of its directors. He knew that the Board took the greatest possible 
pains to see that right was done and that need was met as far as ible, 
and he firmly believed that that existed to the present day. licitors 
were we ao and shrewd men. Talking to solicitors he did not mind 
soying t they were re be takenin. Atthe eame time they 

not always get their costs, he knew, but still, if they were wide awake 
they were not very likely to be taken in, and he did not suppose there was 
any benevolent association in the country that more thoroughly met the 
requirements or applications than the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 
He was kept in touch with it in one way, in that hes the recom- 
mendation of a lady each year who was only kept out of the workhouse 
by reason of the assistance given her by the society. He though they 
might take it for — that the £76,000 bad been honestly and usefully 
dispensed. They heard from the President of the Incorporated Law 
Society of the grand and munificent fund—amounting to nearly £6,000, he 
believed—that been got together by the ry of the lawyers for the 
urpose of celeb: and commemorating the jubilee of ‘eaeah germs 
eg The association had had the compliment paid to i it was 
a high compliment—of being allowed to be the almoners of that fund, and 
that alone was a record in the history of the association. 
another satisfaction. After he had sat down they would hear an announce- 
ment made by the secretary which would amount to a record of a very 
remarkable ter as the donations ye He had very 
much pleasure in feeling that it had taken place in year, for the im- 

rtant and cogent reason that this was a year which opened all ° 

e knew it opened purees ; they all knew that, but those who had given 
had done so with pleasure and with satisfaction. They had done it out of 
the loyalty which was part of the constitution. 

e toast was drunk upstanding and with three cheers. 

The Sxcrztany (Mr. J. T. Scott) announced that in addition to the 
Victoria Pension Fund, which amounted to £5,700, donations and subscrip- 
tions bad been received amounting to £5,855. These included the follow- 
ing: The Chairman, £10 10s. ; . Richard Smith, £52 10s.; Sir Geo. H. 
Lewis, £50; Mr. J. Addison, £26 5s.; Mr. John Hollams, £26 5s.; Mr. 
0. J. Roskell, £25; Mr. N. T. Lawrence, £25; Mr. H. Attlee, £21; Mr. 
A. Crossman, £21; Mr. W. H. Wells, £21; Mr..W. H. Saltwell, £21; 
Mr. R. R. Dees, £20. A cheque for £5,000 had also been received, with 


the following letter : 
street, 


« Victon Embankment, 
“24th May, 1897. 
Gentlemen, We are requested by one of our clients to hand you the 


waysin law 
e House of 
all, solicitors 


19, 


But he had ft 


enclosed cheque for £5,000 as a donation to the funds of your association, 
Sue bas Sect" noed eddies Soc tu mupaaa=tane Sane 
“ Dowson, Anime, & Marrovsac. 
** To the Trustees of the Solicitors’ Association, 
“Per N. T. Lawrence, Eeq.’’ 


Mr. H. Morrsn Corron (deputy-chairman of the Board of Directors), 
in the absence of Mr. Lewis ik M.P., chairman of the Board, who was 
prevented from attending by ill-health, proposed the health of the Chair 

had attained the high position he held 


man, who, he said, from pure merit 

as Town Clerk of the City of London. 
The toast was drunk u) , and with musical honours. 
The Cuarmman, in 


returning thanks, his oS 
illness of the Chairman of the Board, nt edliny had had 
the good fortune to preside at a festival where such a marvellous result in 
the way of donations had been received. of the mupificent 
anonymous donation which had been recei he said that 

would like to know the name of the giver, and he hoped that in 
would be made public. At any re yd were comeeeney grateful to 
the gentleman who had enriched t funds so greatly. He then pro- 

the health of ‘‘ The Visitors.” oo) 

Mr. W. R. McConnett, Q.C. (chairman of the County of Londen 
Sessions), returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 

A selection of music, under the direction of Mr. Arthur Thompson, was 
pees by Miss Amy Sargent, Mr. Walter Coward, Mr, Albert James, 
=. Arthur Thompson, and Mr. Robert Hilton. Accompanist, Mr. J. 

t. 


GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 
Rerauver Rvwzs. 


By rene cor go Ne ee te ae aes een 
e ear, 
rules 14 wed S0'ch the soles sega to pudiie as te San 
counsel, prepared by a Des eee Be cegeewes Wp eee 
General and the Incorporated Law Society in 1892. , 
Rule 14 is as follows : : + 
14.—A counsel who has been specially retained is entitled to the 
delivery of a brief on every occasion to which the special retainer ‘applies ; 
provided always : 

A retainer does not entitle a Queen’s Counsel to the delivery 
po sachets when it is usual to instruct junior counsel 
only. 

Where save thes ene naan coves hap boas, eaiaad, ety ene 35 
such junior couneel is entitled to the delivery of a on occasions 
when it is usual to instruct one junior counsel alone. 


Rule 20 is as follows : 


20.— who has drawn vised, or cocapted a brief, 
sae OR a oe emg pr ea 
‘or such 


he has drawn pleadings or ad’ on whose amare 
brief, the opportunity of retaining or delivering a brief to him, 
counsel ie nstiied to 8 Be yearn See Se say See 


tion where counsel is eng unlees shall 
have been given to him Sietrestions t> Gost cath 
advise, or at the time of the delivery of such brief. Provided al such 


The Council having fully 

the said rules 14 and 20 be enforced by the following 
*“* When a brief is offered or to 

another counsel has become to 

14 or 20 and has not been 


ation is given ought to refuse or return the brief,”’ 
And (2) that such practice be henceforth considered a Rule of the Pro- 
‘ession. Hewry O, A. Buroizy, Secretary. 


A barrister has acked the ruling of the Counell on the following 
Pa) Ie there any rule or custom of the Bar to prevent a member of a 
circuit who holds an appointment as coroner oS ae noe 
circuit practising generally on oe at quarter ses- 


sions, police courts, county courts, 
2 es, would such tion apply to the entire circuit or to 
Oat coroner’s jurisdiction ? nae 


such part of it as is incl in the 
(3) If the answer to (1) be “‘ no,’’ the Council consider it an 


unprofessional or Se oes See oe ee 6 ee 
to continue to on a circuit included his coroner’s district ? 


The Council have replied :— 
lian cash opeienhananien tia ag ean he A speeded me 
oe) The @ course ah ee st circuit rules. ong 
That they consider it an unprofessional or undesirable 
for a barrister to be 
Somstast appeor oe evcmeal bs sane Chonastnd with eoeaing och of ease 





with he has dealt as coroner, 
Hany 0. A. Brvouey, Secretary 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Prevmmary ExaMtnarion. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 5th and 6th May, 


1897. 
aan, As sates poor Glynn 


Appleyard, Lone Wilfrid Russell 


, Edward Millear 
sea ee a ake 
° uekett 
Bayly, Bayly, Artur Eric Cochrane 
Becher, John Pickurd 


Benjerin, Ja Joshua a ma 


Bird, Witiow Guan 
Biseett, Thomas Lethbridge 
Bostock, Frank Searle 


Callaway, Henry St. Jobn 
ward 


Castle, Claude Montague 
Chamberlayne, Arthur Francis 
Chave, Lewis Henry Tanner 
Clarke, Joseph Botterill 
Clarkson, Willie 

Cobbett, Richard 

Cordner, Russell 


, Thomas 
Durrant, Francis William Henry 
Ellett, Harold Picton 


Herdwick, a a 
ugustus He 
Harle, Oswald oo! 


Hext, John John 
Hilbery, Pasaets Clifton 


Hind, Frank 

Hodson, Frederick Robert 

Houston, Kenneth D’ Aguilar 

Hughes, Thomas Wentworth 

Hulton, Charles a 

Hutchinson, Harold James 

Jeffreys, Charles Nicholas Theodore 

Jenkins, William Gough 

Jones, William Roberts 

Kendall, Harold 

Kershaw, James 

Kirkhouse, Leolin William 

Leggatt, Arthur 

Lockyer, George Henry 

Loncaster, Charles Henry 

McMeekin, Robert 

Maltby, Brough 

Marson, Harold James 

Mercer, Vernon Henry 

Milburn, Thomas Alan 

Mills, Walter John 

Morgan, Oscar Treharne 

Murgatroyd, Frederick 

Openshaw, John 

Ormrod, Oliver Fray 

Perkins, Charles Steele 

Peto, Lawrence Christian 

Preston, William Henry 

Priestley, Jethro Scowcroft 

Ramsbottom, John Hargreaves 

Renton, Cyril William 

Rexworthy, John William 

Robbins, Denis Egerton 

Roberts, Alfred Sydney 

Robinson, Ernest Edward 

Savery, William Hubert 

Sells, Bertram Duncombe 

Sharman, Hubert Joseph 

Shepard, Herbert Tobe Campbell 

Smith-Spicer, Graham Prockter 

Smith, marek Ledward 

Smith, Stanley 

Southron, Alfred Henry 

Swinnerton, Herbert 

Tayleur, Charles Edward 

Taylor, Sydney 

Thomas, Henry John 

Thomas, William 

——— Algernon Alfred 
Cankrien 

Trinder, Arnold James 

Tucker, Stanley Victor 

Waddington, Alfred Heywood 

Wade-Gery, Robert Townend 

Walton, Robert Grahame 

Webb, Edward Sidney Francis 

Westlake, Vincent Jo 

White, Richerd Pratt 

Williams, Mervyn Granville 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Arruur Rvscomse Poors, Q.0., Recorder of Bristol, died on 
y evening after a week’s illness "from influenza. Mr. Poole was 


Queen’s Counsel in 1888, and was appointed Recorder of Bristol 


Mr. UR 
Saturda 
made a y the Bar in 1865. He practised on the Western Circuit, and was 
in J 


ly, 1892. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
The hcnozr of Knighthood has been conferred on Sir Eomunp Win- 
DRIxGtoy Brung, one of the justices of her Majesty’s High Court of 
Justice, and on Sir Epwarp Ruvxey, one of the justices of her Majesty’s 


High Court of Justice. 


Mr. R. B. D. Actanp, barrister, has been appointed Junior Counsel to 
the Admiralty in succession to Mr. A. T. Lawrence, who vacated the 
re his being created a Queen’s Counsel. Mr. Acland was called to 

at the Inner Temple in 1881, and is one of the examiners for the 
Bar, and is also a revising barrister for the county of Monmouth. 


ia Jeux Lawson Watton, Q.C., M.P., has been elected a Bencher of 
Society of the Inner Temple. 





Mr. Waren Metirws11, solicitor, of the firm of Turner & Oo., 61, 
Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., has been ap ointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Helliwell was admitted io 1 , and was in 1892 
appointed a commissioner to examine witnesses and take affidavits in and 
for the Supreme Court of the Colony of 1 of the Cape of Good Hope. 


CHANGES IN ’ PARTNERSHIPS. 
Mr, FrepsnicSearvorp, M.A.,L.L.M.(Oantab.), solicitors, of St. James’ - 
square, Manchester, has admi into — with him Mr, Arruve 
Srazsr, and the title of the firm will as fro the let inst. be ‘“‘ Spafford & 





Disso.vTion. 
Wruuam Wiixinson Braunton and Cxarites Joun Buntina, solicitors, 
West Hartlepool and Castle Eden (Brunton & Bunting). Ist May, 1897. 
In future the West Hartlepool branch of the firm’s businees will be carried 


on by the said Charles John Bunting solely (under the a style or firm), 
the said William Wilkinson Brunton retiring therefrom. The said 
William Wilkinson Brunton will, however, continue to practice on his 
own account at Castle Eden aforesaid. [ Gazette, May 21. 
Grorce Epwarp East and Freperick Joun East, solicitors, 10, Basing- 
hall-street, London (G. E. & F. J. East). 22nd May, 1897. 
(Gazette, May 25 


GENERAL. 

It is stated that Mr. John Cutler, Q.C., intends to confine himself 
exclusively to patent trade-mark design and cognate cases, but not to 
confine himself to any cular court, and that Mr. E. OC. Macnaghten, 
Q.C., will practise in Mr. Justice North’s court. 

The Chief Justice of South Australia (Mr. Way), having been admitted 
a member of the Privy Council, took his seat, says the World, next day at 
the Judicial Committee, and has been the week in the hearing 
of colonial causes there. He is the first colonial judge who has sat on the 
Judicial Committee, where he will soon be joined by Sir J. H. de Villiers, 
Chief Justice of the Cape, and Sir Henry Strong, Chief Justice of Canads, 
who are on their way to England. Indian judges have long been 
attached to the tribunal, notably Sir James Colville, Sir Barnes Peacock, 
and Sir Richard Couch. 

We are requested to state that it has been arranged, by the kind per- 
mission of the Very Rev. the Dean of St. Paul’s, that the Bar of England 
shall be represented at the Jubilee service at St. Paul’s, at 10 30 a.m. on 
Sunday, the 20th of June. Barristers wishing to be present are — 
= eend their names on or before Friday ,the ate of June, to A. Wood 

Roars 1, Garden-court, Temple, E.C., or W. Digby Thurnam, Esq., ey 
Old-square, Lincoln’ s-inn, .C. Barristers attending 
wear robes, and should be at St. Paul’s Cathedral not later than 10.15 
a.m. As far as possible, seats jo ladies to accompany members 
of the Bar will be provided. “pf g to bring a lady is 
requested to apply to one of the above gentlemen within the time named. 

A public phrenologist, salaried by the Seomomett is, says the World, 
the latest idea of a progressive American S tate, the Legislature of which 
has now under consideration the Bill which is to establish and endow this 
new and in functionary. The notion is by no means a bad one, 
ting fo in this country. Candidates for Parliament 
, or for . appointments of various kinds, 
would find it “tdvantagecus to be able to produce certificates from the 
Phrenological Office to their possession of the 
‘* bumps ” indicative of Eg d for the ae which 4 were 
desirous of und In criminal and civil a Sm the 

blic phrenologist might be found of considerable 
assistance to j juries, especially if reinforced by those of a 
public thought-reader, a public palmist,a public graphologist, and an 
astrologer-royal. 


The Attorney-General entertained the following guests at dinner in the 
council chamber at Lincoln’s-inn in celebration of the Queen’s birthday : 
Lord James of Hereford, the Solicitor-General (Sir R. Ses B= Q. 
M.P.), Sir E. Clarke, Q.0., M.P., Sir R. Reid, Q.C., M.P 
wood, Q.0., M.P., Mr. O. H. ill, Q.C., M.P. 1 BY lode 
for Ireland), Mr. T. Shaw, Q.C., rena (ex-Solicitor-General 
. H. i ter, Sir C. P. Ibert, Mr. Hemming, Q.C. 
treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn), Mr. Carson, Q.0., M.P., Mr. org Q.6., 

r. H. C. Richards, M.P., Mr. Muir Mackenzie, Q.C., 











» H. A 
Mr. F. Gill, Mr. H. Avory, Mr. A. H. Bodkin, Mr. F. V. Hawkins, 
Mr. M. J. M. Mackenzie, Mr. H. B. Cox, Mr. W. O. werts, Mr. 8. 
W. Casserley, Mr. O. T. Simpson, Mr. A. Gill, Mr. J. P. Grain, Mr. A. T. 
Hare, Mr. J. W. Gorst, Mr. J. M. Clabon, Mr. CO. J. Follett, Mr. W. 
Marton, Mr. L. T. Dibdin, Mr. A. G. O. Liddell, Mr. S. A. Rowlatt, Mr. 
R. Griffin, Mr. G. R. Askwith, Mr. Arthur H. Webster, Mr. F. Webster, 
and Mr. Percival Clarke. 
COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Reoisrzans 1s Atrenpance on 
Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Nogra. Sriauise. 
'e . Ward » i 
——o 
Lavié ~" ‘Ward Cestington bs 





the service must 
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Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KExKEWICH. Roms, Brrsz. 
Mr. Rolt Mr. Beal Mr. Farmer 
Godfrey Leach King 
Rolt Beal King 
a ie — Farm: 





The Y Whiteun’ Vacation will com on Saturday, the 
terminate on Tuesday, the 8th pony of Jun June, 1897, both days incl: 


sth day of June, 1807, and 








WARNING TO rNTENDING Hovsz Purcuasers AND Lessees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria- street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established. 21 years.)—[Apvr.] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

May 51.—Messrs. Stimson & Sov, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Ground-rents at Barnsbury 
and South Norwood, and Freehold and Leasehold Ground-rents Properties. 
oat ere Ruston, Clark, & Ruston, London. (See 
wee 7. 

June 1. me oh Desenuau, Tewsoy, Fanuen, & Baincewate: the oo at 2, Free- 
hold Properties in Kensington ; Solicitors, Messrs. W: me Tangy | Room, London. 
Freehold Properties : and 1 Building Land in Wists Warlingham ; bolton Ww. Buttle, 
London. Fr Solicttors, Mess. Eisdell & Thomp- 
sop, London. Freehold ate ‘in Smithfield ; Solicitor, W J. Hellyar, Esq., 
London. Also a Freehold Estate in Devonshire ; Solicitors, Messrs. Clarke, Rawlins, 
& Co., London. (See advertisements, this week, » 2%.) 

June 2. —Mesers. H. E. Foster & CRaNFIELp, at the inn, Enfield Town, at 7 p.m., 
Freehold Building Plots. — Messrs. White, & Sanders, London. 

Leasehold Properties in 


(See advertisements, this week, p 
June 3.—Messrs. Denexuam, Tewele: & Brivarwate 
the City and Sydenham (Sol: icitors, Messrs. Leslie y. of London), Frechold 
Residence at Bournemou' (Solicitors, Messrs. W. W, Young & 8on, London), and 
Freehold Residence at St. Leonard’s-on-Sea (Solicitors, Messrs. Leslie & 
London). (See advertisements, this week, p. 2.) 
June 3.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caaxrizxp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. 
REVERSIONS : 
To £50,000, on death of lady now aged 13, without issue, Solicitors, Messrs. 
Pritchard, En lefield, & Co., of London 
Toa te ree £8,643, lad y aged 58 and gentleman azed 47; also to a Lease- 
hol png value £400, gentleman aged 47. Solicitor, C. Perrott Smith, 


Lon 
To =e Fund value os £9,000, gentleman aged 52. Solicitors, Messrs. 8. M. 
~D. ndon. 
To ocean. , lady and gentleman aged 60 and 65. Solicitor, Henry Kerby, 
ion. 
To £1, 000 cash gentleman aged 71. Solicitors, Messrs. Dangerfield, Blyth, & 


Hod on, 
LIFE INT TS : 
In Tat tke to £14,000, with policy. Solicitors, Messrs. Rogers Hartley & 


Ofa \ gentleman poor g 42 in one-twentieth of £4,350 = annum ; also a ditto life of 
gentleman being 44. Solicitor, Joseph E. 8. Ki y Esq.; London, 
REVERSIONARY LIFE ESTATE my 

In £1,846 per annum, gentleman aged 64. Solicitor, H. Stanley-Jones, Esq., 


London. 
£1,600, payable out of a Trust Estate. Solicitor, H. Stanley-Jones, Esq., London. 
POLICIES : 





Vv, of 


For £4,000, £2,000, £2,000, £1,500, £1,500, £1,000, £1,000, £500, and £500. 
Solicitors, Mesers. Or Croften & Co., ‘of Manchester, and Meade-King & & 
nm, 0 
For £39,000 on the lites of a well-known Baronet aged 30. (See advertisements, 


this week, p. 6.) 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRipay, 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep m CHANocERY. 

Ausrratian ALLIANCR-Mixixe anp Frvaxce Co, Liarrgp —Creditors are required, on or 
before June 30, to send their names and a the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Hermann Militz, 20, Bishopsgate st Within 

Batrizy Masomic Haut Co, Lixirep—Creditors yey: or before June 21, to 

send their names and es, and particulars of debts and claims, to Edmund 
Hemingway, Bank chbrs, Batley. Law, Batley, solor to ged 

Bic Brock Go.tp Mixine Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are requis on or before June 30, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 








2 
Barrisu Castor 


and 

Wild, Broad st avenue. Davis, 
Crartreatann ConsoLipaTep, 
dated A it was ordered that the 
ued. & Ward, 1, 

ag = HF ny Kg eee See Oe for Arthur 

on June 4 

solor for the company. otis of appeaiog mit reach the above-nuuned 


not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 


Hexry T. Browx & Co, Liurrep—Petn for up, presented 19, directed to 
be heard on Wednesday, June 2. ae © | 71, aos Se 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jussi 


Mortmers Sywvicats, 


send their names and addresses, the debts and claims, to 
cL 30, St Swithid’s lane. Phillips & Co, 14, Sherborne lane, ° 
P.C. Minine anv Exrroratiow Syxvicate, Lanrrep—Creditors are req on or before 
June 30, to names and addresses, and 
to Wild, Broad st avenue. 
for liquidator 


Raceton Paixtixe axp Pustisumse Co, hoe eunecad are req 
June 8, to send their names and rae and the particulars of their 
to M. Hardy King, 18 and 14, Basinghall st 

Sours Avaicay, yen hy AnD Gewerat Frvaxce Co, Linrrep—Peta for winding up, 
eemetes See Se heard on June 2. Withers, 323, High Holborn, solor. 

otice of appearing above-named not 


must reach the in the after- 
noon of June 1 
Wavean.ey Tyree Wairsr, Lonren—Peta for 19, directed 3 Dd be 


winding up. pega han J 
heard on Wednesday, pombe h = Gray’s inn ap 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later ot fate than @'felock im ya 
une 


Untunrep m Cmanozny. 
Frolore for petacr 


Sourn Swaztecayp Gop axp ge (Go-—Peta for 
directed to be heard on May 27. Dade Gar Gopal neat 
Notice of sppearing must reach the aeeiend 


on ox pedo, 


Schock in the after: 
noon of May 26 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 25. 
JOINT STOCK. COMPANIBS. 
Luntrep rm Csancery. 

Butuwayo Gotp Reers Deve.orment, Laurrep wy wgane | ee on or before the 
14th day of June, Lg hag eg = ge of their debts’ 
and p Aad to James Soe ew , 86, Cannon st. St. Andrew’s hill, 
Doctor’s Common, solor for liquidator 

Leow Crizro, Liurrep —Creditors are a B on or before Friday, the 9th on ffi 

to send their names and addresses, and the Of thelr dcbte 
James Worley, 27, Leadenhall st Daliner oonuve thdenes 


a Boreee Oo, LawensGnitan se et me oe or before June 24, to send 
their names and 


their debts or claimr, to 


Charles Rawlings, mn a nibroak 
Sranparp Crecutar Launrrev—Creditors are required, on or before May *. 
to send in their names and as the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


W. E. Stacey, 2, Molyneux 

a ye Buewery Co, Lanrep Las “Crediton —- fA uired.on or before June 30, to send 
addresses, and nade de go or olen Goma ag Mr William 
oman, Holly Mo Mount, Pendlebury, none Mice Co, Manchester, 
bho | Lawp Co, ee uired, on or before Es fares to send their 
ames and andthe debts or claims, to Harrop, 125, 

Union st, Oldham solor to uidator 

SOCIETIL DISSOLVED. 

Chapel, Berry Hill, West Dean, Coleford, 


Berry Hitt Rervoe Ferexpty Society, 
Gloucester May 12 
+ y Farsnpty Socigry, Bell Inn, Frampton upon Severn, Stoneh , Gl st 
y 
Lonorow Provivent Farexpty Society, High st, Longton, Staffor1 y 19 
Norruamprox Sox Taapes Maxacens’ axp Fortmen’s Provivext Pn by 1, New'aad, 
Northampton May 19 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
sa Dar or Cram. 
Jauzs, Antuur Cover, and Aur a Sanaa ee tte inca anhemaiteibe cr tealiatn 
"Dewe ond Aug t Galveston rd. Rast East Putney Junel Swain v Freac’, 
Boner, J J Biundell, Berjeants’ inn, Fleet st 

















BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, May 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLIN, a ~ St Kew, Cornwall, Farmer Trury Pet 
ay 19 Ord May 19 
Arxixs, ff Epwiy, a Corn Dealer Reading 
Pet April 29 Ord May 15 
Aveusrvus, Davin Jowzs, Lianelly, Commercial Traveiler 
Carmart 


hen Pet May 18 Ord pk a! 18 
—— Joseru, New Wortley, Leeds Leeds Pet May17 
r 


yil7 
Baceuny Assen, Telegraph st High Court Pet Dec 28 


Masaiorr, eee LayBa 
“ were 19 
maa EPHEN — 
7 Ord May 
wee. aL, SE Jonn's 
Pet Ord 


Masxwick ie Sueruanp. Turner's Hill, 
’ Tunbridge Wells Pet’ April 23 


May 19 
Sussex, Builder Brighton Pet 


Pgansoy, ne. Soin Eccleshill, 
Bradford 
Perers, Bs +t Suuthsea, "Tm Maker Purts- 


ate, Beg Merchant Dews- 
nr East 


Exuiorr Grocer Newaastle 
Wemyss, = . ret on 
Weston, goeient ‘eesneae Wheelwright Derby 
Pet May 19 19 


Wate is Roum, sm aed, Woollen Manufacturer Leeds 


, Ci , Tailor 8 

u, Cirencéster lor Swin- MEETINGS. 

Baker, Semnem, Sanien, Gifford, Devon Miller June? 
at 1 


Wood, Hosier High Court 


Ord May 6 PetMay if 
‘ A ys: Faxwyr, Binstead House, Ryde, IW Muy 29 
elf’s Hotel, Ryde 





mouth Pet May18 Ord May 

Bg.cuer, Ae Hewry, Camden pons, Corn Merchant we ag Bogthetown teem, ‘Butcher Bolton Pet | Bua eee, Se Crisp, Great Yarmouth, Hay Deer 
High Court Pet May 18 Ord May 18 May 29 at 12 Off Reo, 8, King st, 

Camron. Rosert, Altrincham, Joiner Manchester Pet quamiba ee pon Ay Ante Aosns, Ni North Finchley, Laundry | Boxpuay, Tuomas Cuances, Li Tobaceo Deiler 

ag Aes Ord May 1 Base bout 15 Ord May 15 June 2 at 12 aks leo, 35, at, Liverpoo 
Cross, Georar, Chelsea, *Bailder’ Merchant High Court a NRY on, or Buller Southampton Pet Cue Wasa h, Plumber Juve 1 at 11 
Pet Fog 29 - May 18 y 19 Oat Mart 1 
Some, —, h, Dairy Keeper Bath Pet May 15 Sane aun, Some Bite, nr Sipastaste, Commission a ae Merchant May 28 at 
May 17 y iz 
Gu tz "Puabst Vioton, West West Eanrington, Merchant High Ta — Henry, = ee. Stockton on ee I (1s May 23 at 3.30 
an 25 Pet May 17 7 Lidge, 

Harpy, Roserr, | one i Header, Blacksmith me Epwis Pentyrch syrah, nr Cardiff, Clerk Fronexce, F F Groat Wi inet May 28 at 11 Bank- 

Huddersfield Pet May19 Ord Ma Pet May 15 ord'M 


Hanzis, ALbert Joux, Northam, nd | Ae Barn- 
staple Pet May17 Ord May 17 


Tapgeeee, See Cuantes Henry, 
Jaxiys, Faeperick Atrrep Artuur, Laton, Bedford, 


Butcher Luton Pet May17 Ord May 17 Leicester Pet May3 Ord May 

Maioment, Eviex Louisa, Kensington High Court Pet Ww 
May 17 Ord May 17 

Maxx, Grorcr, Southampton ims Dealer South- 
ampton Pet May 19 Ord ‘May 19 


WELoviy, ra Wer 





y 
Watts, Wuaa ALBERT, leer, Yarn Merchant 


1 
Wasp, om, Romeey, Haat, Butcher Southampton Pet | Hossswt, 


Migs, Corey Shopkeeper May 23 at 12.30 

ae a tay =] York, Stationer May 23 
Batl- 

ec taser J Joux Towedack,  Goraall, owes 


ma Wistan Lgtn Tae May siat i Off Ree, 


in Mechanic Halifax 


~> Sil Pet May 17 Ord 








22, Park row, 








nin rer patos. sheniry sinned 
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Host, Wit114m, Paternoster - ‘wa Bookseller June 1 at 12 


Carey 
1t1am, Chorlton cum Hardy, Lancs, 
t Ree 


Jouxsoy, Enxes'r 
May 2 at 2.30 Off 1 


st, 
Joxzs, Davin, ynin, oe May 29 at 11. 15 | 
Junetion Hetel, Hot Thasiedno 
cam, ee Collier May 31 at 12 | 


Jonzs, Joux, ret Vv: 


st, 

Lioyrp, Jouy, and Seemas Lewis Rey Mardy. Glam, | 
Grocers May 2 ati2 65, h st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Lacswom, Grorcs er — 

at12 31, Silver st, Lin 
mn.) Exiex Louisa, Kensington 
Bankruptey bl Carey st 


Huse, (eases, ewport, Mon, Builder May 31 at 5] 
Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs. 


May 28 at 12.30 | 





. Newport, Mon 


Orzxsnaw, "Groror Henry, Salford, Plumber May 3 ats | 
Manch | Aveustus, Davip Jongs, Lianelly, 


. Baker June 16 | 
| Arrerpury, Basi J, 
i Pet 


rd, Mid esborough 


ester 
Pattinsox, Witu14M Borsir, Darlin 
at bert 


Ree, 8, 


Ramepex, Joux, Appletreewick, Yorks, Innkee May | 
1 Of pe vm d | Baryes, Josern, New 


31 at 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Ricxazp, Jonx, and Nozt Grasam Wuitrie.iv, Newport, 
Mon, Builders’ Merchants May 31 Id * 30 Off Rec, 
Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, M 

Bongos, Speates Jame, © Newport, I "Ww, Contractor 
May 19, y st, Newport 

Bosixsox, Tuomas, Middles' h, Butcher June 16 at 
8 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, esborough 

Roosrs, Atrragp Jonny, Woking, = May 28 at 
een a4 Railway app, London 

Rossen, Bees, . Lancs, Butcher May 28 at 11 

16, Wood st, Bolton 

Sanpersowr, Grorce Caumr, pivorpoel, fata ~< trreeal 


8 ate er 9 Kingston henna | Hull, Bai May 29 
a ENRY, Sher 
or Rec, Trinity er lane, H . 


rough, Plumber June 





Suernenp, the Rev, Faancis Burtoy, Pace ord Roding, 
Essex June 2 at 12.30 Shirehall, Ch 

Surrn, Anniz, Penzance, ‘Baker May 29 ry 12 Son Rec, 
Boscawen st, Truro 


Swary, Groner Faeprrick, Farnham, Surrey, Fi-hmonger 
May 28at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bri 
yhead, } Butcher May 28 at 


| Wrxw, Jonn mp bhyewg Heworth, Duhon, Grocer May 31 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 


Amended notice substituted for that pane in the 
London Gazette of May 
Hirwoop, Witt1am, Dudley May rf Y 10.45 Off Rec, 
Dudley 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Autrs, Sauvet, St Kew, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet 
May May 19 


WILtiams a uewary, Hol 
1.15 Kin otel 


Commercial Traveller 
Carmarthen Pet Ma 
Hig 


7 Ord May 17 
Bases, Jouy, Fulham rd High Court Pet April 13 Ord 
18 


y 

Baraxper, ArTuur Samm, Berners st High Court Pet 
Jan 22 Ord May 18 

CamppELt, Sean nitiben, Joiner Manchester Pet 
May 18 Ord May 18 

Pau, Jayz, Bath, Dairy Keeper Bath Pet May 15 
Ord May 15 

Harpy, Resear, Huddersfield, a, eee Hud- 
dersfield Pet May 19 Ord May 1 

Harais, Avpert Jouy, Northam, «hd Labourer Barn- 





staple Pet May17 Ord May 17 
Hunt, Wiiwiam, Paternoster Lan Bookseller High Court 
Pet May 14 Ord May 1 


Jounsoy, Eanest Wiii14m, Choriton cui m Hardy, 
Correspondent — 


Foreign Salford Pet May is 


Maxx, yl Sou Furniture Dealer South. 
am) Pet Ma “— by 19 
Mawnwers, Eouvunp, 
Pet May 19 May i9 
me Lawuan, Cirences‘er, Tailor Swin« 
don 3 
MicHasts, Mavecn, Spit ds, Manufacturing Furrier 
High Court Pet May5 Ord May 18 
as = maaan “~~ scate Wood, Hosier High Court 
y 19 
Rooers, ALrrep ora as 
Pet May 7 Ord May15 
Recess, Enos Boothstown, Lancs, Butcher Bolton Pet. 
19 Ord May 19 
Seren ENRY, \ — pe Builder Southampton Pet 
May19 Ord May 
Tay.on, Fe = Moss "side nr Manchester, Commission 
Salford Pet May17 Ord May 17 
Tarvor, a. Hevry, 
Tees a 15 Ord May 17 
Tuomas, ALBert Eowiy, ry nr Cardiff, Clerk Car- 
diff Pet May13 Ord Ma 7 
Tuoentor, CHagies —, ifax, Mechanic Halifax 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
Taemewan, Freperice Arrave, ns ae Cornwall, 
Grocer Truro Pet April20 Urd May 


rae , Hants, Butcher sto alla Put 

May18 Ord ph 
Wee, Frank, Green Hill, Worcester Worcester Pet 
May 17 Ord Ma: j 
Hours, Leeds Woollen Manufacturer Leeds 


WILKINson, 
Pet May 15 Ord Ma a. 
=" Grocer Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet May4 Ord May is 


Wess, Tom, 


Wemyss, = Ex.iorr, 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


Sh&g CORNHILI, LONDON, B.C. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,3265. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





FREDERICK CHALMERS. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXA 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq 


ear, Esq. 


Manager : 


DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 
QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 


Chairman. 


Sub-Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 





Reserve Fund, £460,000, 


ARCHIBALD ap NORMAN, Esq. 
JOHN FRANCIS OGIL ee St 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq 


Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, Esq.; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 


CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esq. 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 


Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 


Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 


Mone 
Longer 


received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
eriods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 


Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and , Foreign Securities effected. 








LAW PARTNERSHIPS. 
MESSRS. HOOPER & SON 


Invite SOLICITORS PARTNERS, or wishing to 

DISPOSE of their PRACTICES, as welbas those seeking a 

PARTNERSHIP or SUCCESSION, to avail peer of 
the Advantages of their REGISTER 


69, LUDGATE HILL, E. C. 


HOOPER & SON, 





LAW STATIONERS, ACCOUNT BOOK MAKERS | 


PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, @c. 


Every Description and pod of Stationery at 
Lowest Charges. 


HOOPER & SON, 69, LUDGATE HILL. | 


HOOPER & SON. 





HER MAJESTY’S DIAPIOND | 
JUBILEE. | 


Addresses of Congratulation elaborately 
designed and splendidly illuminated. 


69, LUDGATE HILL. 





The Original Society—Estabiished 1840. 
[as GUARANTEE BOCES. Fidelity 
guaranteed in all situations of 
ea 





No. 19, Birchin-lane, E.C. 








ECONOMIC LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY, 
6, New Bridge Street, Blackfriars, E.C. 
FOUNDED 182% 1828. 


Funds in Hand Hand - = 23,544,814, 


FREEHOLD AND LEASEHOLD MORTGAGES. 
REVERSIONS. 
LIFE INTERESTS. 


DEATH DUTIES. 


The Policies of the Economic, being Free from all 
| Conditions and issued at Minimum Premium Rates, are 
| tithe seq suitable to provide for these Duties and to meet 

juirements of family settlements. 


‘THE STANDARD LIFE 


ASSURANCE COMPANY. 














Established 18265. 
LIFE INTERESTS.—REVERSIONS. 


The Company’s LOW NEW NON-PROFIT 
RATES are especially suitable for 
Assurances effected as collateral 
Security. 


83, KING WILLIAM STREET, E.C. 
LONDON { 8, PALL MALL EAST, 8.W. 


EDINBURGH (Heap Orrice): 3, GEORGE STREET. 











THE SOLICITORS’ 
LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY LTE 


ILLUMINATED ADDRESSES 


FOR 


THE DIAMOND JUBILEE 


The Society undertake the Illuminating 
Parchment or Paper of Loyal Addresses fre 
Corporations and other L»cal Authorities, 


Estimates and Specimens on application to any 
the Society's branches— 


22, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 

33, Lawrence-lane, Cheapside, London, E.G, 
18, Tib-lane, Manchester. 
9, Bennett’s-hill, Birmingham. 


THE LAW INVESTMENT 
Ano RE-INSURANCE CORPORATION, L 


9, SERLE STKEEI, LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 
Issues a ‘‘ MODEL ”’ Policy covering 
PERSONAL ACCIDENTS, ixctupina FEVERS. — 
BURGLARY, HOUSEBREAKING, anp LARCENY - 


CASUALTY axp LICENSE INSURANCE. 3 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES INVITED, 








‘ork, Rag Merchant Dews. © 


| Ironmonger Guildford © 


mn, Fitter Stockton on | 


3 Ord 
South. 
De wae 
Swin-« 
Furrier 
h Court 


uildford 


mission 
kton on 
k Car 
Halifax 


yrnwall, 


EE. 


ing of 
es from 


any of F 


n, BG 





